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^ 15 RlcIHl, 2016 

^.311. 2011—<1^4(^?J TTt ^TftsT) 7#1T, 1970/1980 3 #711^8 

(1) % HT«T Tfer, 3'++1-0 Wft (^3Wff TT 31^ irt auTUT) arfM^^TR, 1970/1980 # SIFT 9 # TT- 
STFT (3) % (Tl) ^ IRtI ?Tf%Tff TT WFI p;, /l/'+.K, l/d<^^KI, #87^- 'ft. iTRlfl' (Tpil 

22.03.1960), RfFRSm, %TTT tn ^ TTiIK UpT # TlftiT ^ iflF # 3 Tf 1% % f^ir 3T?TFT 3p%?T 

[TT. F. 4/5(1 )/2016-^3T(-I] 
dUlclll TPT, 31FI FfP 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2016 

S.O. 2011. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub 
clause (1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the 
Central Government, hereby appoints Smt. P. V. Bharathi (DOB : 22.03.1960), General Manager, Canara Bank as 
Executive Director in Canara Bank for a period of 3 years w.e.f. the date of her taking over charge of the post or until 
further order, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5(l)/2016-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

^ 15 2016 

^.3IT. 2012.—<1^4td tr? (^£11970/1980 % 3 % (1) 

(1) % TferT, l=b=bl(l (^Wlt WT 31^ aiTRW) arflrf^TTiT, 1970/1980 # STRl 9 # 

Sim (3) % {^) ^TfrPTf TT ftr, 7RTTT, l/dd^KI, ^ TDfk" §1771 

05.05.1959), RfURSlTJ, ^ # rflftia" % 31.05.2019 rl^ aTsrfrl 

sif^qf^di diO^a cRi 31^1^ 3171% 3n%§T rRl, dfl WR %§Rvr Irn % TidHMdi 1%%§1^ % ’K TT 

[7U. %. 4/5(2 )/2016-^311-1] 

^iUldlN TPT, sm 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2016 

S.O. 2012. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub 
clause (1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the 
Central Government, hereby appoints Shri Sanjiv Sharan (DOB: 05.05.1959), General Manager, Punjab National Bank 
as Executive Director in Punjab National Bank w.e.f. the date of his taking over charge of the post up to 31.05.2019 
i.e. the date of his superannuation or until further order, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5(2)/2016-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 

7% 15 RldHl, 2016 

^.3IT. 2013.—Jl^d^d (^STT^T^^WST) T#fr, 1970/1980 % 3 % (1) 

(1) % TRST Tferl, l+'blO wf)- WT 31%?! 3i7nPT) 3li%f%Jrtr, 1970/1980 # SIPT 9 # 

SIPT (3) % (?;) ^ ^ifrFff WT ^ni%T ^ fO;, 7l<=bK, ^ 1^. 1171. BRvl'bl'^d TR 

(dm f%f«r 22.01.1962), Rfmsni, t^3ira^Tm%%rwTTT7i^w7%# ciTftw%%t7T^#3i^% 

f^TT 3TW 3171% 311%§T rl^, dfr 7% ^ TT1%^ TTTft |l 

[7U. 71. 4/5( 3 )/2016-^311-1] 
dUldlN TFT, 31FT TlRlF 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2016 

S.O. 2013. —In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980 read with sub clause (1) of clause 3 and sub 
clause (1) of clause 8 of The Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the 
Central Government, hereby appoints Shri Ch. S. S. Mallikarjuna Rao (DOB: 22.01.1962), General Manager, Oriental 
Bank of Commerce as Executive Director in Syndicate Bank for a period of 3 years w.e.f. the date of his taking over 
charge of the post or until further order, whichever is earlier. 


[F. No. 4/5(3)/2016-BO-I] 
JNANATOSH ROY, Under Secy. 
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(Department of Revenue) 

(HINDI SECTION-2) 

New Delhi, the 20th September, 2016 

S.O. 2016. —In pursuance of sub rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (use for Official Purpose of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 the Central Government hereby notifies Office of the Commissioner Customs (Inter State 
Container Depot), Patparganj and other ICDs, New Delhi under CBEC, D/o Revenue, where more than 80% staff have 
acquired the working knowledge of Hindi. 

[F. No. E-11017/1/2015-AD (Hindi-2)] 
MIMANSAK, Jt. Director (O.L.) 


( Tft.TTl.#. ) 

M 14 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2017.— lNHRl=h sfk 3lfKRTR] (^81 tr^' ^ptn) ^ 1948 ( 1948 ^ 41) ^ «1KI 2 ^ 

13^ (^) ^ 311^ I 

ik 7P3TK «froi ^ 3ft citfR, 0^14=6 3igvfFT 3lfKRTKt ^ 

14 RldHl, 2016 ^ 0^14=6 3lfKRTKt ^ cfk Tj; chlydl ^TT#' ^ MfT ^ %tT ^TTdt t I 

[71. ^-4330/01/2016] 

W?T ^ Tlf^ ('hllidl) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 14th September, 2016 

S.O. 2017. —Statutory Order in pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular 
Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Neeraj Tomar, 
Assistant Section Officer as Assistant Consular Officer in High Commission of India, Lilongwe to perform the 
Consular services with effect from 14 September, 2016. 

[No. T-4330/01/2016] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 


chlfiich, TTtgi rvi<*l4d rlSfT M5lld4 

(ct,ir4ct) aflT f^vtFT) 

M 23 PudHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2018.—1946 (1946 4T t. 25) # SITO 

6 % 7fT«T TftcT STPT 5 # ^-SUTT (1) ^ ^1^ ^if^tUff 4T THTPr 477% fP; %77r Tl^ 7R4T7, '’Jf ftwi, 
08.04.2016 #3Tf%^[W%t#(PTTiT7r) HW 124/2010/flR^R1 Tyf 17) %fid4^KI 
apmsiTi. 231/2015+144144 % 941^^ rl^lT apmST71. 492/2015STETT, % 

% EETEff; 1%R, ITETi^, tlRdPJII, 7T3E4ET, ^mET, f%E%t %% TlEiff % 4T aitsr °4NK TE 

%EEr % SETTSTFET % % ^ #7 E71% TRfsEl EEETf % ^ apETSit % %%£! t TSTEEIT % 7F7%f 

# TT% %ET1%4T7 4T 1%7TT7 7rj4 7FE T7 4E7% |l 


[FT. 71. 228/23/2016-T%)%t-11] 
E71. Tf. FE!, 31E7 TTRiE 
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MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2018. —In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (i) of Section 5 read with section 6 of the Delhi 
Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 (Act No.25 of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the State 
Government of Kerala, Home Department, Thiruvanananthapuram conveyed vide Notification G.O.(Ms) No.124/2016 
Home dated 08.04.2016, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
establishment to the whole of the State of Kerala for investigation of the offences of Crime No.231/2015 registered at 
Railway Police Station, Kottayam and Crime No.492/2015 of Railway Police Station, Ernakulum registered in connection 
with trafficking of children from states like Bihar, Jharkhand, Haryana, Rajasthan, West Bengal, Delhi etc. to orphanages in 
Kerala and matters related there to. 


[E.No. 228/23/2016-AVD-II] 
L. P. SHARMA, Under Secy. 


3#r 


(Mil cFFf ) 

^ 7 PodHC 2016 

^.3IT. 2019.—'^^ TNfW (TR ^ ^ JPTffT) fm, 1976 (^m 1987) 

^ 10 ^ (4) ^ sflT H4ld4, Mlj ^ ^ y^llOpH^b ^ 3T#T 

pHHpcriPGd <hl4fd4 ^ 80% ^ 3jpKR7 4 fMt ^ ilF ^ITRl ^ t, 3jpERjf^ t : 

1. SlpERTWI, 3TOI StFHT 

[^. 7T. t-1101l(3)/2015-Um (f^.^.)] 
TIRm WI, 3TO 


MINISTRY OP LAW AND JUSTICE 
(Department of Legal Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 7th September, 2016 

S.O. 2019. —In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987), the Central Government hereby notifies the following office under the 
administrative control of the Department of Legal Affairs, Ministry of Law and Justice, where more than 80% staff have 
acquired the working knowledge of Hindi: 

1. Income Tax Appellate Tribunal, Agra Bench, Agra. 

[F. No. E-11011(3)/2015-O.L. (L.A.)] 
RAMAYAN YADAV, Addl. Secy. 


?FT Tig' Pi'JinK tfWRTg 

20 PjldHJ, 2016 

^.3IT. 2020.—Jlt^MPd, ^ 12.08.2016 (4^f^) ^ 19.05.2019 ^ 31^44 3T8TgT 

3FT^ 31T^‘ 7R7, # 4t sll^lPlcb -4141^4, ^^1^ ^ Midi41H ^ 

^ ^ t I 


[7T. Ti-19011 /02/2016 - 41 0,0-11] 

145, ttp44 
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MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 20th September, 2016 

S.O. 2020. —The President is pleased to appoint Justice V.S. Ravi as Presiding Officer of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bangalore with effect from 12.08.2016 (Forenoon) for a period up 
to 19.05.2019 or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[No. A-19011/02/2016-CLS-II] 
S. K. SINGH, Under Secy. 

^ 22 2016 

^.3IT. 2021.—3ll^lni=h 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ SigTITTT 7P3TK 

Wk ^ ^ ^ 71^ rH4l'4'hT 3ft7 =64=6171 ^ 31)4141=6 4‘ 

7P3TK 3||^lni=6 3lfKRt7nT 9R -4141^4, t^TRK ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 64/2014) ^ y=6ir^ld Wt t # 717^ ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ TITO fST 8TTI 

[71. TTRl-17012/49/2013-31lf3117 (P71)] 
7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2021. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 64/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/49/2013-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22”'' day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE I.D. 64/2014 


Between : 

Sri Y. Rambabu 
S/o Mutyalu, 

D.No.12-6-70, Chinnavedhi, 

Samalkot, 

Rajahmundry - 533440 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager, 

LIC of India, Peddapuram Branch, 

Peddapuram, 

E.G. District. 

2. The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry ...Respondents 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 
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AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No.L- 17012/49/2013-IR(M) dated 8.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, Peddapuram and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri Y. Rambabu, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Peddapuram 

Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 64/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 


2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22”'* day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 22 POdHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2022.-311^101=6 STftlPm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

^ ^ ^ 71^ 3ft7 =64=6 k 1‘ ^ 3ll4ini=6 

7P3TK sMte srfKRTpJT ^ ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 66/2014) ^ TRUIto Wt t # 717^ ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ RTO fSlT 81TI 

[71. VRl-17012/51/2013-SUfsiR (tni)] 
7l4t7 TI71, 31^ 7lf4^ 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2022. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 66/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/51/2013-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 


Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
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Dated the 22"'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE I.D. 66/2014 


Between : 

Sri K. Srini Babu 
S/o Chandra Rao, 

D.No.5-115, Ambedkar Nagar, 

Near Water Tank, Mallam, 

Pithapuram (M), E.G. Dist. .. .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager, 

Lie of India, Kakinada Main Branch, 

E.G. District. 

2. The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Lie of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry ...Respondents 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L- 17012/51/2013-IR(M) dated 8.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, Kakinada Main branch and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri K. Srini Babu, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Kakinada 
Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 66/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 


2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22”'* day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 67/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 


2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22"'* day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 22 PodHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2024.—3ll^lni=h 3TfK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «1RI 17 ^ 7P3TK 

sMte StfKRTPT ^ ^ Tl. 69/2014) ^ y^hlP^ld Wt t # 7P3TK ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ W 1311 SIT I 

[71. T:^-17012/58/2013-31lf3lR (tni)] 
TlPtr SIPT Tlf^ 


New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2024. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 69/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/58/2013-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22"'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 69/2014 


Between : 

Sri Shaik Nagul Navab, 

S/o Jamal, 

FlatNo.610, D.No.3/83, 

Naveen Mittal Colony, Chinakarrimida Road, 
Chilakalapudi, Machilipatnam 


.. .Petitioner 
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AND 

The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Lie of India, Divisional Office, 

Kennedy Road, 

Machilipatnam ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : M/s. K. Ramalingeswara Sarma & B.S.R. Murthy, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour hy its order No. L- I70I2/58/20I3-IR(M) dated 9.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, Machilipatnam and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri Shaik Nagul Navab, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, 
Machilipatnam Divisional Office, w.e.f. 21.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 69/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 


2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22"‘' day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 22 POdHI, 2016 

^.3IT. 2025.— 3ll^lni=h 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «IRI 17 ^ 

7P3TK 3tpKR5TJT 9R -4141^4, ^ 4^ (7^4 71. 71/2014) ^ y=hlP^ld Wt t # 717^ ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ TITO 1311 SIT I 

[7T. TO-17012/63/2013-3Ilf3ll7 (TO)] 
7T4t7 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2025. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 71/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
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Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/63/2013-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22”'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 71/2014 


Between : 

Sri S. Chandra Sekhar 
S/o Venkateswara Rao, 

High School Road, 

Gokavaram, 

E.G. Dist.-533286 ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager, 

LIC of India, Gokavaram Branch, 

Gokavaram, E.G. District-533286 

2. The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry ...Respondent 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma & B.S.R. Murthy, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L- 17012/63/ 2013-IR(M) dated 8.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, Gokavaram and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri S. Chandra Sekhar, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Gokavaram 
Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 71/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22”'* day of 
August, 2016. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 22 RidHL 2016 

^.3IT. 2026— 3TfK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 717^ ^717f 

^ fipTTT ^ ^ 7T^ sfk =64=6171 ^ il 3114141=6 4f 

77!3TK 3114141=6 3lfKR7!3JT Tl^ 9R -4141^4, t^TRK ^ 4^ (7l44 71. 74/2014) ^ y=6ir^ld Wt t, # 7T131K ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ RF711311 8ITI 

[71. Ti:?T-17012/7/2014-31lf3lK (tni)] 
7l4t7 ^ilK 3m 7lf4^ 


New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2026. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 74/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/7/2014-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22"'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 74/2014 


Between : 

Sri P. Appa Rao 
S/o Appanna Sastry, 

D. No.l-l-196/L Eethakota, 

Ravulapalem (M), 

E. G. Dist.-533286 ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Branch Manager, 

LIC of India, Rajahmundri Rural Branch, 

E.G. District 

2. The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry ...Respondents 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 
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AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L- 17012/7/ 2014-IR(M) dated 8.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri P. Appa Rao, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Rajahmundry 
Rural Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 74/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22"‘' day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 22 PodHl, 2016 

^.3tT. 2027.-311^101=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

^ ^ TRKRfr ^ rH4k=6T sfk =64=6 k 1‘ ^ all4)01=6 

717^ 3fl^l0l=6 SlfKRTinT tr^' ^ -4141^4, ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 75/2014) ^ y=6ir^lcl t # 71131K ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ 7IF711311 8TTI 


[71. P:?l-17012/8/2014-31lf31K (tni)] 
TlRk 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2027. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/8/2014-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 


Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22"'* day of August, 2016 
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 75/2014 


Between : 

Sri B. Dileep Kumar 
S/o Sudharshana Rao, 

D.No. 2-7-8/A, 2"“ Ward Christanpet, 

Kovvuru, W.G. Dist.-534350 ...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Lie of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry 

2. The Branch Manager, 

Lie of India, Kovvuru Branch, 

Kovvuru, W.B. District-534350 .. .Respondents 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L- 17012/8/ 2014-IR(M) dated 8.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri B. Dileep Kumar, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Kovvuru 
Branch w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 75/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 


2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22'“' day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 22 POdHl, 2016 

^.3IT. 2028.— 3ll^lni=h 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ SIJTPPJI 7P3TK 

wk ^ ^ ^ 71^ 47 =64=61714 44ini=6 4‘ ^44 
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TP3TK ^ ^ 76/2014) ^ y^hlP^lcl t, # ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ WfSlT 8ITI 

[71. P:?l-17012/9/2014-31lf31K (Tn?)] 

TPlk 3m 7lf^ 


New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2028. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 76/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/9/2014-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22”'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 76/2014 


Between : 

Sri N. Madhu Babu 
S/o N. Lazar, 

D.No.3-103, Arundhathipeta, 

Rajahmundry (Rural) 

Rajahmundry ...Petitioner 

AND 

The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry ...Respondents 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-17012/9/2014-IR(M) dated 7.5.2014 referred 
the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri N. Madhu Babu, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, Rajahmundry 
D.O. w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 76/2014 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 
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Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22"^ day of 
August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner Witnesses examined for the Respondent 

NIL NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 22 RidHl, 2016 

^.3IT. 2029.— 37fK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «IRr 17 ^ 

^ ^ ^ fPTfSRTf sftT =h4'hKl‘ ^ #T, SigREf 4‘ 3MfiR7 4f 

7P3TK sMte SlfKRTRT RR RR -4l4ld4, ^ RRTR (7^4 71. 77/2014) Rlt TRRIto RRcft t # 717R1K 

19.09.2016 RIRI1311 SRI 

[71. R:Rl-17012/10/2014-31lf31I7 (PR)] 
71Rt7 ^RK 31R7 TlfRR 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2016 

S.O. 2029. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 77/2014) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. LIC of India and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-17012/10/2014-IR (M)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present : Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 22"'* day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 77/2014 

Between : 

Sri D. Chandra Sekhar 
S/o D. Bhaskara Rao, 

D.No. 1-309/1, Muralikonda, 

Bommuru, Rajahmundry(Rural), 

Rajahmundry 

AND 

The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LIC of India, Divisional Office, 

Jeevan Godavari, Morampudi, 

Rajahmundry 

Appearances : 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Respondent : Sri K. Ramalingeswara Sarma, Advocate 


.. .Petitioner 


.. .Respondents 
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AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-17012/10/ 2014-IR(M) dated 7.5.2014 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of LIC of India, and their workman. The reference is, 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the removal from service of Sri D. Chandra Sekhar, Ex-Temp. Class.IV LIC of India, 
Rajahmundry D.O. w.e.f. 28.1.2013 is legal and justified? If not, what other relief the workman is entitled 
to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 77/2014 and notices were issued to the parties 
concerned. 

2. The case stands posted for filing of claim statement and documents by the Petitioner. 

3. Inspite of service of notices to the address given in the reference order, the Petitioner did not turn up. Several 
opportunities have been given to the Petitioner to attend the court to prosecute his case. But the Petitioner failed to 
attend this Tribunal which clearly indicates that the dispute of the Petitioner has already been settled and the Petitioner 
has nothing to claim. Hence, a ‘No dispute’ award is passed. 

Award is passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Typed to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, corrected by me on this 22”‘' day of 
August, 2016. 


MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 


Appendix of evidence 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 


Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

^ 23 PodHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2030.-311^101=6 STftlPm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 3T[. 
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717^ ^ 19.09.2016 ^ TIM f31T STI 

[71. Ti:^-30012/28/2000-31lf3ll7 (Tni)] 


7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2030. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 326/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/28/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 11* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 326/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad Project, Chandkheda, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 

2. M/s Industrial Security Services, 

Parichay Shopping Centre, Near ‘D’ Cabin, 

IOC Road, Post New Rly. Colony, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

3. M/s Parishram Labour Co. Op. Society Ltd., 

Shahibaugh, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, 

434/36, Gandhivas, Koba Road, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad ... Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri K.V. Gadhia 

For the Second Party : Shri Santoshben 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/28/2000- 
IR (M) dated 18.08.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, Ahmedabad to declare that the arrangement 
through which Shri Jagdish Somabhai Chauhan employed as Electrician in ONGC Ahmedabad Project is sham 
and bogus and the concerned workman who has been terminated from service w.e.f. 16.02.1999 is entitled for 
reinstatement and absorption is legal and justified? If yes than to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to 
and from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 18.08.2000. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 10.07.2001 
and first party submitted the written statement Ext. 8 on 22.11.2003. Since then the second party has been absent and 
has also refrained to lead his evidence. Today on 11.08.2016, the second party advocate reported to the tribunal that the 
second party workman has not been in contact despite informing him by registered post. Therefore the reference may 
be disposed of finally for non-appearance of the second party. The advocate for the first party has been present on each 
and every date. Thus this tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference in non-prosecution of the case by the 
second party. 

2. The reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RldHl, 2016 


^.3IT. 2031.-311^101=6 SlftlPm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7E3TK 3T(. 
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StTerttht ^ ^ TEnz TT. 359/2004) ^ y^hlP^lcl t, # 

TP3TK ^ 19.09.2016 ^ W<1 f31T 81T| 


pr. Ti:^-30011/62/2000-31lf31R (THl)] 


Tiptr w, 31^ 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2031. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 359/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/62/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 359/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad Project, Chandkheda, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. M/s Industrial Security Services, 

Parichay Shopping Centre, Near ‘D’ Colony, 

IOC Rd., Post New Rly. Colony, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, 

434/36, Gandhivas Koba Road, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu 

For the Second Party : Kum. Santoshben 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/62/2000- 
IR (M) dated 08.01.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, Ahmedabad to declare that the arrangement 
through which Shri Patel Vasudev R. employed as Rigger in ONGC, Ahmedabad Project is sham and bogus and 
the concerned workman who has been terminated from service w.e.f. 08.08.1999 is entitled for reinstatement and 
absorption is legal and justified? If yes, than to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 
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1. The reference dates back to 08.01.2001.The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 7 on 08.08.2001 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ext. 16 on 18.09.2002. Since then the second party did not prefer to 
lead evidence even after giving dozen of opportunities. A last opportunity was given to second party workman to lead 
his evidence on 14.12.2015 but to no result even after giving opportunities on 12.04.2016 and today 08.08.2016. The 
second party advocate Kum. Santoshben Shah reported that workman is not available. Thus, in the aforesaid 
circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 23 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2032.-311^101=6 3?fK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «1RI 17 ^ 31^^^ 3T1. 

TRT.^.Rt. Mpfe TT^' 3R?T ^ ^ rH^l-d^hT 3tT =64=6 k 1‘ ^ 3ig^‘«T 3l1^10l4, 

3114101=6 3rfERTTJI T 13 9R -!1I4M4, 31^H4HK ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 368/2004) ^ 9=610^14 Wt t, # 

717^ ^ 19.09.2016 ^ WTT ^311 STI 


[71. 30012/146/2000-31lf31K (TRl)] 

7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2032. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 368/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/146/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 368/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Ahmedabad Project, Chandkheda, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 

2. M/s Chandlodiya Mazdoor Kamdar Mandli Ltd., 

179, Ambica Krupa Society, Ranip, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380001 .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, 

434/36, Gandhivas Koba Road, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party 


For the First Party 
For the Second Party 


Shri C.S. Naidu 
Kum. Santoshben 
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AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
30012/146/2000-IR (M) dated 02.02.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

1. “Whether the action of the management of ONGC Ltd., through its contractor M/s Chandlodia Mazdoor Kamdar 
Mandli Ltd. in terminating the services of Shri Mikim Arvindbhai Desai, Electrician w.e.f. 31.08.1999 is justified? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. “Whether the demand of Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union in considering the employee as the employee of 
ONGC Ltd., w.e.f. the date of entering into the services is justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled to?” 

3. The reference dates back to 02.02.2001.The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 23.08.2001 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ext. 7 on 19.01.2005. Since then the second party did not prefer to 
lead evidence even after giving dozen of opportunities. A last opportunity was given to second party workman to lead 
his evidence on 14.12.2015 but to no result even after giving opportunities on 12.04.2016 and today 08.08.2016. The 
second party advocate Kum. Santoshben Shah reported that workman is not available. Thus, in the aforesaid 
circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

4. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RidHt, 2016 

^.31T. 2033.—aMfe 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 3?). 

PTT.^.Tlt. Mpfe trg' ^ ^ ^ 311^141=6 4f 

7P3TK 3114)41=6 3lfERTTni ^ -4l4ld4, 31^H<|4K ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 370/2004) ^ Wt t, # 

TITTO ^ 19.09.2016 ^ TIM f31T STI 


[71. T:^-30012/48/2000-31lf31I7 (tni)] 
7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2033. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 370/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/48/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 370/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., AvaniBhavan, 5* Floor, Chandkheda, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) 
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2. Rajdeep Group Mazdoor Kamdar Sahakari Mandli,7 
7, Nandasan Society, Nr. Ajay Tenements, Part IV, 

Bhage Firdoz, Post Amraiwadi, Ahmedabad. .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, 

434/36, Gandhivas Koba Road, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu 

For the Second Party : Kum. Santoshben 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/48/2000- 
IR (M) dated 24.01.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Gujarat Petroleum Employees Union, Ahmedabad to declare that the arrangement 
through which Shri Abdul Hafiz employed as Driver (Winch Operator) in ONGC, Ahmedabad Project is sham 
and bogus and the concerned workman who has been terminated from service w.e.f. 02.02.1999 is entitled for 
reinstatement and absorption is legal and justified? If yes, than to what relief the concerned workman is entitled 
to and from which date?” 

1. The reference dates back to 24.01.2001. The second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 8 on 26.08.2003 
and the first party submitted the written statement Ext. 13 on 25.11.2004. Since then the second party did not prefer to 
lead evidence even after giving dozen of opportunities. A last opportunity was given to second party workman to lead 
his evidence on 14.12.2015 but to no result even after giving opportunities on 12.04.2016 and today 08.08.2016. The 
second party advocate Kum. Santoshben Shah reported that workman is not available. Thus, in the aforesaid 
circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RicIHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2034.-311^101=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «1R[ 17 ^ 3?gmW ilf 3T(. 

TpT.^.Tft. Mpfe ^ ^ PH^l'd'hT sfk =64=6 k1‘ ^ 3ig4«l 3114)01=6 4f 7P31R 

3l1^10l=6 SlftrarW tr^ ^ -Ill4ld4, 31^H4NK ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 432/2004) ^ y=6ir^ld t, # 7T131K ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ RTO 1311 8TTI 


[71. T:^-30012/15/88-^-III (4t)] 
7l4t7 3m 7lf4^ 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2034. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 432/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-30012/15/88-D-III (B)] 

SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 





4488 


THE GAZRTTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 1, 2016/ASVINA 9, 1938 [PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 4* August, 2016 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 432/2004 


The Deputy General Manager, 

ONGC Project, Sabarmati, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ... First Party 

V/s 

Shri Zinabhai K. Rathod, 

558, Ambalal Bhavshar Chawl, 

Old Accher, 

Sabarmati, 


Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380005 


...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

Shri C.S. Naidu 


For the Second Party : 

Shri N.K. Trivedi 



AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/15/88- 
D.III (B) dated 05.11.2001 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of ONGC, Sabarmati Project, Ahmedabad in terminating the service of 
Shri Zinabhai K. Rathod from service justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 05.11.2001. Second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 along with the 
vakalatpatra of his advocate Shri N.K. Trivedi. First party submitted the written statement Ext. 10 on 18.02.2003 along 
with the vakalatpatra of his advocate Shri C.S. Naidu. Since then the second party has not been leading evidence 
despite giving dozen of opportunities. Now on 04.08.2016, Advocate Shri N.K. Trivedi on behalf of the second party 
inform the tribunal that he informed the second party by way of sending letter on 19.12.2015, same was received by the 
second party but he has refrained to contact him. Thus it appears that the second party has no inclination to prosecute 
the case. Therefore the tribunal has no option but to dismiss the case in default of the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in default of the second party. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 23 RidHf, 2016 

^.3IT. 2035.— 3ll^lni=h 3TfK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

^ ^ TR^RIT ^ 47 =h4=hKl‘ 4 4f 44fe 4f 444 7T731R 

44ffl^ ^ 4 TTIZ (744 71. 941/2004 ) 4t Wf4l t, 4 444 7T131K 4) 

19.09.2016 4( 7IF711311 8TTI 


[71. P:?1-37011/3/1992-3i 431K (tni)] 
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New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2035. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 941/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kandla Port Trust and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-37011/3/1992-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 2"'* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 941/2004 

The Secretary, 

Kandla Port Trust, A.O. Builiding, 

Gandhidham, Kutch - 370201 .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Transport & Dock Workers Union, 

26, Mevawala Bazaar, Kandla Port, 


Kutch - 370201 


...Second Party 

For the First Party : 

Shri K.V. Gadhia 


For the Second Party : 

Shri N.H. Rathod 



AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-37011/3/92-IR 
(Misc.) dated 02.03.1993 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Transport & Dock Workers’ Union, Kandla, for not reviewing the cases of Junior 
Assistants promoted in June 1986 for the purpose of re-fixation of pay and recovery is justified? If yes, to what 
relief the workmen are entitled?” 

1. The reference dates back to 02.03.1993. Both the parties namely first party Kandla Port Trust, Gandhidham and 
second party The General Secretary, Transport & Dock Workers’ Union, Kandla have moved a joint application Ext. 
14 stating that the workman has retired and his all admissible terminal dues has been released and same are accepted by 
the workman. The workman second party does not also want to pursue the matter. Therefore, the reference in the light 
of the aforesaid mutually agreed terms and conditions is decided/disposed of finally. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed as withdrawn by both the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RIcIHJ, 2016 


^.3IT. 2036.— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ tJRT 17 ^ 
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3lf!raTnT Tof m ^ TT. 965/2004) ^ y^hlP^lcl t, # ^ 

19.09.2016 ^ WfSlT 8ITI 

[TT. P:?l-37012/3/1993-3nf3lK (Tni)] 


TTPk 3m Tlf^ 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2036. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 965/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Kandla Port Trust and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-37012/3/1993-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 


Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 2"‘' August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 965/2004 


The Secretary, 

Kandla Port Trust, A.O. Builiding, 
Gandhidham, Kutch - 370201 


V/s 


The General Secretary, 

Transport & Dock Workers Union, 
26, Mevawala Bazaar, Kandla Port, 
Kutch - 370201 


For the First Party 
For the Second Party 


Shri K.V. Gadhia 
Shri N.H. Rathod 
AWARD 


.. .First Party 


...Second Party 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-37012/3/93-IR 
(Misc.) dated 02.05.1994 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Transport & Dock Workers’ Union, Kandla, against the management of Kandla Port 
Trust, Kandla that the previous service of about 6 years rendered by Shri Narshi A. Maheshwari, in the category 
of Fireman should be counted for all purposes and break in service be treated as Dies, justified and legal? If so to 
what benefits the workman is entitled for and what directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 02.05.1994. Both the parties namely first party Kandla Port Trust, Gandhidham and 
second party The General Secretary, Transport & Dock Workers’ Union, Kandla have moved a joint application Ext. 
20 stating that the workman has retired and his all admissible terminal dues has been released and same are accepted by 
the workman.Workman has also been receiving the pension regularly after attaining the age of superannuation. Both 
the parties including workman have stated that they did not want to pursue the matter. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed as withdrawn by both the parties. 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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salary for the said period just, valid and legal? If not to what benefits the workman is entitled for and what 
directions are necessary in the matter?” 

(2) “Whether the action of the management of Kandla Port Trust in imposing the punishment of withholding 
one increment without cumulative effect vide order dated 19.08.1995 on Shri B.A. Maheshwari justified? If 
not to what relief the workman is entitled?” 


1. The reference dates back to 27.03.1996. Both the parties namely first party Kandla Port Trust, Gandhidham and 
second party The General Secretary, Transport & Dock Workers’ Union, Kandla have moved a joint application Ext. 
11 stating that the workman has retired and his all admissible terminal dues has been released and same are accepted by 
the workman. The workman has retired in the year 2007 after attaining the age of superannuation and has also receiving 
the pension. The workman second party does not also want to pursue the matter. Therefore, the reference in the light of 
the aforesaid mutually agreed terms and conditions is decided/disposed of finally. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed as withdrawn by both the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RidHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2038.—3MfiR7 1947 ( 1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 3?). 

PTT.^.Tlt. Mpfe 37^ ^ ^ 3|[7 ^ 37g^‘El 4' 3||^lni=b 4' 

7P3TK 3MfiT^ 37fKRTTiI -4141^4, 37fR^RK ^ TEfR (71^4 71. 1326/2004) ^ t, # 

71131K ^ 19.09.2016 ^ 7(M f31T SHI 

[71. P:^-30012/35/2000-31lf3lR (tni)] 


7l4k 31P7 Tlf^ 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2038. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1326/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/35/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1326/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. The Manager (PSD), 

The A.E. Co. Ltd., 

Chinubhai Tower, Ashram Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380009 .. .First Party 

V/s 

Shri B.C. Shah and Others 

303, Nandanvan Complex, B/h Bhulka Bhavan, Adajan, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395009 


...Second Party 





^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 


The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/35/2000- 
IR (M) dated 31.07.2002 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the workman i.e. Shri B.C. Shah and others for payment of bonus at the rate equal to 
one month full wages for the year 1998-99 is legal, proper and justified? If so, to what relief, these workmen are 
entitled to and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 31.07.2000.Second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 07.11.2002. 
Thereafter first party No. 2 submitted the written statement Ext. 10 but first party no. 1 did not prefer to submit the 
written statement. Therefore the case was fixed for evidence of the second party but since 14.08.2002, second party has 
been absent and has also refrained to lead evidence. On 14.12.2015 none appeared for both the parties therefore a last 
opportunity was given to second party to lead evidence in the absence of the first party but even after giving two 
opportunities thereafter on 12.04.2016 and today on 08.08.2016, the second party did not lead the evidence. Thus in the 
aforesaid circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RidHf, 2016 

^. 3 IT. 2039 .— aMfe 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7F3TK 3T1. 

7P3TK 3MfiT^ 3lfKRT7ni ^ ->1141^4, 31^H4I4K ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 1336/2004) ^ Wf^Tl t, # 

7P3TK ^ 19.09.2016 ^ 7(M f31T STI 

[7T. T:^-30012/133/2000-31lf3T7 (T71)] 
7l4t7 3m 7lf4^ 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2039. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1336/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/133/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1336/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 
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2. The Ahmedabad Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Electricity House, Lai Darwaja, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) ... First Party 

V/s 

Shri Kishorebhai Govindbhai Pate, 

At. Bhatpore, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Distt. Surat (Gujart) - 394518 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
L-30012/133/2000-IR (M) dated 03.10.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat and the Contractor The 
Ahmedabad Electricity Company, Ahmedabad in respect of the contractual workman Shri Kishorebhai 
Govindbhaij Patel is sham & bogus contract? 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Kishorebhai Govindbhaij Patel for treating/declaring him as direct 
and regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project from either the date of his initial engagement 
with the contractor or from the date of notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work through the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief Shri Kishorebhai 
Govindbhaij Patel is entitled and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 03.10.2000.Second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 14.02.2001. 
Thereafter first party No. 2 submitted the written statement Ext. 19and first party no. 1 submitted the written statement 
Ext. 14. Therefore the case was fixed for evidence of the second party but since then second party has been absent and 
has also refrained to lead evidence. On 14.12.2015 none appeared for both the parties therefore a last opportunity was 
given to second party to lead evidence in the absence of the first party but even after giving two opportunities thereafter 
on 12.04.2016 and today on 08.08.2016, the second party did not lead the evidence. Thus in the aforesaid 
circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 23 RidHf, 2016 

^.31T. 2040.—aMfe 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 3?). 

TTT.^.Tlt. Mpfe ^ ^ 71^ 3|[7 ^ 311^141=6 

717^ 3MfiT^ 37fKRT7nT 3R -4141^4, ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 1343/2004) ^ t, # 

71131K ^ 19.09.2016 ^ 7(M f31T SITI 


[71. T:Rl-30012/153/2000-31lf31K (tni)] 
7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 23rd September, 2016 

S.O. 2040. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1343/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and other and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/153/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 




^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1343/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (Projects), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Ankleshwar (Gujarat) 

2. M/s Sagar Construction, 

Nr. Tapi Bridge, Tax Plaza, 

Magdalla ONGC Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

V/s 

Shri Jashubhai Narsibhai Gohil, 

R/o village Trankal, Taluka Vagra, 

Distt. Bharuch (Gujarat) 

For the First Party : Shri P.F. Zaveri 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
L-30012/153/2000-IR (M) dated 02.11.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, Ankleshwar and the 
Contractor M/s Sagar Construction, Surat in respect of the contractual workman Shri Jashubhai Narsibhai Gohil 
is sham & bogus contract? 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Jashubhai Narsibhai Gohil for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project from either the date of his initial engagement 
with the contractor or from the date of notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work through the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief Shri Jashubhai Narsibhai 
Gohil is entitled and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 02.11.2000. Second party workman submitted the statement of claim Ext. 7 on 
14.01.2001. First party submitted the written statement Ext. 8 on 19.02.2001. Since then the second party workman has 
been absent. On 01.10.2012, first party advocate moved an applications Ext. 16 and 17 alleging that the second party 
has been absent for cross-examination of the second party workman to the affidavit/examination in chief. Therefore the 
Presiding Officer/ My Predecessor allowed these applications and closed the cross-examination of the second party 
workman on 01.10.2012 and the case was fixed for argument. Since then the second party is absent. It is a case of no 
evidence. 

2. Therefore the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

^ 26 PodHI, 2016 

^.3IT. 2041.— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ SigTlWT 7P3TK ^717f 

^ ^ 3fR =64=6 kT ^ 4f 3114141=6 fsRK 4‘ 


.. .First Party 


... Second Party 





4496 


THE GAZRTTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 1, 2016/ASVINA 9, 1938 [PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


TP3TR 3fl^lni=h SlfERTTHT ^ -4I4H4-2, ^ TI. 55/2015) ^ t, # 

TP3TK ^ 19.09.2016 ^ W<1 f3IT STI 


[TT. P:?l-42012/2/2015-3Ilf3TK (Tni)] 


TlPtr 3m 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2041. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 55/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Central Warehousing Corporation and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19.09.2016. 


[No. L-42012/2/2015-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 

CHANDIGARH 

Present : Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer 
Case No. 55/2015 
Registered on 09.12.2015 

Sh. Jitender Sao, S/o Sh. Chote Lai, Dhani Mohalla, 

Narwana, Dist.Jind, Haryana-126116 .. .Applicant 

Versus 

1. The Regional Manager, Central Warehousing Corporation, 

Bay No.35-38, Sector-4, Panchkula, Haryana-134112 .. .Respondent 

APPEARANCES : 

For the workman : None. 

For the management : Sh. N.K. Zakhmi, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:- 18.08.2016 

Vide Order No.L-42012/2/2015-IR(M), dated 24.11.2015 the Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in 
short Act) has referred the following industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the management of Central Warehousing Corporation, Narwana, Haryana in terminating 
the service w.e.f. 27.01.2011 of the workman Sh. Jitender Sao, S/o Sh. Chote Lai, is justified or not? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

Notice was given to the workman through registered cover but he did not appears and was proceeded against ex 
parte vide order dated 18.03.2016. 

Since the workman was proceeded against ex parte, no statement of claim has come on the file. 

The workman has failed to come present and to file statement of claim and being so, it cannot be said that the 
termination of his services by the management is illegal and invalid. Therefore, the reference is decided against the 
workman and it is held that he is not entitled to any relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

^ 26 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2042.— 3li^lfi|=6 STftJpm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 3T[. 










4498 


THE GAZRTTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 1, 2016/ASVINA 9, 1938 [PART II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


1. The reference dates back to 02.11.2000.Second party workman submitted the statement of claim Ext. 5 on 
15.01.2001. First party submitted the written statement Ext. 7 on 1.07.2002. Since then the second party workman has 
been absent. On 01.10.2012, first party advocate moved an applications Ext. 15 and 16 alleging that the second party 
has been absent for cross-examination of the second party workman to the affidavit/examination in chief. Therefore the 
Presiding Officer/ My Predecessor allowed these applications and closed the cross-examination of the second party 
workman on 01.10.2012 and the case was fixed for argument. Since then the second party is absent. It is a case of no 
evidence. 

2. Therefore the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


^ 26 RidHt, 2016 

^.31T. 2043.—3MfiR7 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 717^ 3T[. 

TTT.^.Tlt. Mpfe TT^' ^ ^ 7T^ 47 =h4=hKl‘ 4 44te 

444 7P3TK 44te 44^T7W ^ 4 (744 71. 1345/2004 ) 4) w4T71 ^174 t, 4 444 

71131K 4f 19.09.2016 4) 7(M fSH sni 

[71. TTR-30012/154/2000-SUfSIR (RP)] 
71Pt7 31R7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2043. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1345/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30012/154/2000-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1345/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (Projects), 

ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, 

Ankleshwar (Gujarat) 

2. M/s. Sagar Construction, 

Nr. Tapi Bridge, Tax Plaza, 

Magdalla ONGC Road, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 .. .First Party 

V/s 

Shri Sureshbhai Chaturbhai Vasav, 

R/o Village Derwa, Post Mangrol, Taluka Amod, 

Distt. Bharuch (Gujarat) ... Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu, Associates 

For the Second Party 


None 





^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 


4499 


AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
30012/154/2000-IR (M) dated 02.11.2000 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management of ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, Ankleshwar and the 
Contractor M/s. Sagar Construction, Surat in respect of the contractual workman Shri Sureshbhai Chaturbhai 
Vasav is sham & bogus contract? 

“Whether the demand of the workman Shri Sureshbhai Chaturbhai Vasav for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project from either the date of his initial engagement 
with the contractor or from the date of notification issued by Government of India, prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work through the contract system is legal and justified? If so, to what relief Shri Sureshbhai 
Chaturbhai Vasav is entitled and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 02.1L2000.Second party workman submitted the statement of claim Ext. 4 on 
14.01.2001. First party submitted the written statement Ext. 6 on 19.02.2001. Since then the second party workman has 
been absent. On 01.10.2012, first party advocate moved an applications Ext. 13 and 14 alleging that the second party 
has been absent for cross-examination of the second party workman to the affidavit/examination in chief. Therefore the 
Presiding Officer/ My Predecessor allowed these applications and closed the cross-examination of the second party 
workman on 01.10.2012 and the case was fixed for argument. Since then the second party is absent. It is a case of no 
evidence. 

2. Therefore the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 26 RldHI, 2016 

^.3IT. 2044.-311^101=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «IR1 17 ^ 3T1. 

TET.^.Tlt. Mpfe TT^' SRI ^ ^ fRTf5r^‘ str =64=6 k 1‘ ^ 37g^‘«I 4f 311^1014, 4f 

TIRTR 311^101=6 3#RTWI ^ 31^H4I4K ^ 4^ (7l44 71. 1380/2004) ^ y =610^14 RTdt t, # 

7R4TK ^ 19.09.2016 ^ W<1 f31T SITI 


[7T. V?l-30011/3/2002-3Ilf3lK (tni)] 

7l4t7 3R7 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2044. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1380/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/3/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 29* August, 2016 


Reference: (CGITA) No. 1380/2004 
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1. M/s. The Ahmedabad Electricity Co. 

Cogen Plant, ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, PO- Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. M/s. Lloyd Projects Pvt. Ltd., 

Near Cogen Plant, ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, PO- Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

3. M/s. Samar Construction, 

Near M.M. Department, ONGC Ltd., 

Hazira Project, PO- Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

4. M/s. International Engg. & Marine Works, 

Parimal Co-op Housing Society, B/92, 

Sant Sabastian, Bandra (Mumbai) 

5. M/s. Lear Insulation, 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, 

PO- Bhatpore, Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

6. M/s. S.S. Construction, 

12/14, Nishant Shopping Centre, 

7, Bungalows, 

Andheri (W), Mumbai - 400055 

7. M/s. Sagar Construction, 

301, Avenue Park, City Light Society, 

Opp. Agricultural Farm, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 395007 

8. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, 

PO- Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 .. .First Party 

V/s 

The General Secretary, 

The Gujarat Working Class Union, 

A-772, ‘Anand Ganga’Kasak, 

Bharuch (East), Gujarat ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri P.M. Rami 

For the Second Party : Shri S.S. Shevde 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/3/2002- 
IR(M) dated 03.01.2002 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect 
of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the union to regularize the services of Sh. Dayabhai Chandubhai Khalasi & 88 others 
(list enclosed) as permanent and direct employees of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat with time scale of pay of 
their category of work equivalent to their similar placed regular employees of ONGC Ltd., from first date of their 
entry in the Company, by declaring the Contract as ‘sham contract’ is fair and justified? If so, to what relief the 
concerned 16 workman are entitled to and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the 
matter?’’ 

1. The reference dates back to 03.01.2002. The second party workmen submitted the statement of claim Ext. 3 on 
12.02.2002. The first party no. 1 M/s The Ahmedabad Electricity Co., Cogen Plant, ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, PO- 
Bhatpore,Surat submitted the vakalatpatra Ext. 7 of his advocate Vinod J. Patel who is also present today and also 
submitted the written statement Ext. 5. 
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2. On 13.04.2016, workman Dineshbhai Manubhai Parmar and Balwant Nathubhai Khalasi on 04.03.2016, 
workman Prakash R. Patel on 29.04.2016 and workmen Babu N. Khalasi, Dinesh Govindbhai Patel & Kantibhai Narain 
Patel moved applications Ext. 25, 28 & 31 respectively for their deletion of name from the reference, same were 
allowed. 

3. On 30.06.2016, case was fixed for 16.08.2016 when remaining workmen did not turn up and again case was fixed 
for 29.08.2016, remaining workmen have not been appearing despite the appearance of first party advocate Dinesh M. 
Patel. 

4. Thus it appears that the remaining second party workmen have no willingness to prosecute the case. Therefore 
the tribunal has no option but to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the remaining second party 
workmen. 

5. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the remaining second party workmen. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 26 RicIHl, 2016 

^.3^T. 2045.— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ tlRT 17 ^ SigTRui 3 ^. 

Mpfe TT^' SRI ^ ^ 71^ fT5Tf5r^‘ sfk ^ 4f 4f 

717^ 3li^lni=b 3lfKRTTJI T 13 9 R 31^H4I4K ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 1394/2004) ^ t, # 

717^ ^ 19.09.2016 ^ TIM fSU STI 


[71. 11^-300ll/23/2002-31lf3lR (T 7 I)] 
7l4t7 31R7 TlfRR 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2045. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1394/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. ONGC Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/23/2002-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 8* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 1394/2004 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat) - 394518 

2. The Manager (PSD), 

The A.E. Co. Ltd., 

Chinubhai Tower, Ashram Road, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) - 380009 

3. The Proprieter, 

M/s. Essel Engineering Service, 

N-13, Jalvayu, Hiranandani Garden, Powai, 

Mumbai - 400076 ... First Party 
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V/s 

Shri B.C. Shah, 

303, Nandanvan Complex, B/h BhulkaBhavan, Adajan, 


Surat (Gujarat) - 395009 


.Second Party 

For the First Party : 

None 


For the Second Party : 

None 



AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/23/2002- 
IR (M) dated 29.08.2002 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether Shri B.C. Shah, who is working as ‘Boiler Operator’ with two assistance can be termed as 
“Workman”? “Whether the notification dated 08.09.1994 issued by Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi will be applicable to the technically qualified person like Shri B.C. Shah?” If yes, “Whether the 
demand of the workman Shri B.C. Shah contractual workman engaged through various contractors in the 
establishment of ONGC Ltd. at M.P. Boilers, Hazira, Surat for treating him as direct and regular employee of the 
ONGC Ltd. from the date of his joining is legal, proper and justified? If so, to what relief the concerned workman 
Shri B.C. Shah is entitled to and from which date and what other directions are necessary in the matter?” 

1. The reference dates back to 29.08.2002. Second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 10 on 22.10.2002. 
First party No. 2 submitted the written statement on sometimes in 2003 but first party no. 1 did not prefer to submit the 
written statement. Therefore the case was fixed for evidence of the second party but since 14.08.2002, second party has 
been absent and has also refrained to lead evidence. On 14.12.2015 none appeared for both the parties therefore a last 
opportunity was given to second party to lead evidence in the absence of the first party but even after giving two 
opportunities thereafter on 12.04.2016 and today on 08.08.2016, the second party did not lead the evidence. Thus in the 
aforesaid circumstances, it appears that the second party is not willing to prosecute the case. Thus the tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the case in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in non-prosecution of the case by the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


^ 26 RidHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2046.—1=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ STJTIWI 7P3TK 

RRRj RRTf Mpfe ^ TRtRfr ^ TWS fTRiRRlf 47 =64=6 k1‘ 4 4^101=6 

7P3TT7 4^1Rl=6 4 rR17R TTR -4141^4, 31^H<I4K 4 RRR (71R4 71. 95/2010) 4) RlTcft t, 4 

444 71131K 4 19.09.2016 4 RP71 fRT SRI 

[71. R:?T-29012/5/2009-3431K (TTR)] 
7147 RIR, 31R7 RfRR 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2046. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 95/2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. JMC Mining & Quarry Works Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19.09.2016. 


[No. L-29012/5/2009-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 






^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 4* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 95/2010 

The Managing Director, 

JMC Mining & Quarry Works Ltd., 

B/h Pali Hill Quarry Village, 

Sonipur River Bed Side, Tal.Thasra, 

Kheda (Gujarat) .. .First Party 

V/s 

Shri Shaikh Y. Rasulmia, 

C/o Gujarat Engineering and General Kamdar Union, 

Bhalchandra Trivedi Sabha Hall, 

208-212, Gayatri Chambers, RC Dutt Road, 

Vadodara (Gujarat) - 390007 .. .Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : Shri Atul S. Vyas 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-29012/5/2009 
IR (M) dated 27.07.2009 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of JMC Mining and Quarries Ltd., Thasra or their contractor in terminating the 
services of Shri Shaikh Y. Rasulmia is just and fair? What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 27.07.2009. Both the parties were served by registered post. The advocate for second 
party Shri Atul S. Vyas filed the vakalatpatra on behalf of the second party on 17.11.2009. Since then neither of the 
parties have been appearing therefore fresh notices Ext. 5 and Ext. 6 repeatedly issued to both the parties to appear on 
23.03.2011 and 04.08.2016 respectively but to no result. Despite filing the vakalatpatra on behalf of the second party 
by his advocate, he did not bother to submit the statement of claim. Thus it appears that the second party has no 
inclination to prosecute the case. Therefore the tribunal has no option but to dismiss the case in default of the second 
party. 

2. Thus the reference is dismissed in default of the second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 26 RldHL 2016 

^.3IT. 2047.-311^101=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

33^ 33^ ^ ^ 73^ PH41-4 =61 3|k =64=6 k 1 ^ 33g^‘«J 4' 3314101=6 4 

737^ 3i1410|=6 33fKR7piI ^ 33^H4NK ^ 4^ (73^4 73. 90/2012) ^ Wf^Tl ^3733t t, 4( 

737^ ^ 19.09.2016 ^ W71 f33T 8331 


[73. 37^-3001 l/5/2012-33lf33R (3713)] 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2047. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 90/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Adani Gas Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/5/2012-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 10* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 90/2012 

1. The Vice President, 

Adani Gas Ltd, 8* Floor, Heritage Building, 

Ashram Road, Ahmedabad - 380001 

2. M/s. Securtiy with Differences, 

4, Neelkanth Complex, Opp. Maruti Arcade, 

Near Jivrajpark Over Bridge, 132 Ft Ring Road, 

Jivrajpark Cross Road, 

Ahmedabad ... First Party 

V/s 

Shri Mohanbhai Kalidas Parmar, 

C/o General Secretary, 

Shram Shakti Labour Union, 

66 , Janta Nagar, Odhav, Ahmedabad ...Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/5/2012- 
IR (M) dated 18.05.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Security with Differences a contractor of Adani Gas Limited, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of ShriMohanbhaiKalidasParmarw.e.f. 18.07.2011 without any notice or 
written order and without any service benefits, is legal and justified? What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

The reference dates back to 18.05.2012. The notice was issued to all the parties on 12.07.2012 by registered post. 
Notice appears to have been served to all the parties as the copies of notices to each party have not been received back 
as unserved. Thus service on all the parties deems sufficient. Neither of the parties has appeared since then nor have 
they filed their statement of claim or written statement, as the case may be. Thus in the said circumstances all the 
parties do not appear to be willing to prosecute the case. The tribunal has no option but to give the finding in the 
reference as below: 

“Thus the action of the management of M/s. Security with Differences a contractor of Adani Gas Limited, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Mohanbhai Kalidas Parmar w.e.f. 18.07.2011 without any notice or 
written order and without any service benefits, is legal and justified.” 


P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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^ 26 POclHi, 2016 

^.3TT. 2048—3fl^lni=h 33fE(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ SIJTITW 7173TK ^TRf 

31^ ^[71 Milfe TT^‘ 37^ ^ TRERf^ ^ 7T^ PH^k^hl 3|k =64=6171 ^ #g, 375 ^^ 4f 3714141=6 4‘ 

717^ 3ll4ni=6 37 PERT 70 T TIR 3R -Ill4ld4, 37^H4I4K ^ 4^ (7R4 71. 93/2012) ^ y=6lP^M ^TTcft t, 4) 

7T13TK ^ 19.09.2016 ^ TITRT f31T STTI 

[71. li:?T-30011/8/20 12-3 i 431K (ini)] 
7l4t7 ^ilK 31^ 7lf4^ 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2048. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 93/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Adani Gas Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/8/20 12-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated U‘ August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 93/2012 

1. The Vice President, 

Adani Gas Ltd, 8* Floor, Heritage Building, 

Ashram Road, Ahmedabad - 380001 

2. M/s. Securtiy with Differences, 

4, Neelkanth Complex, Opp. Maruti Arcade, 

Near Jivrajpark Over Bridge, 132 Ft Ring Road, 

Jivrajpark Cross Road, 

Ahmedabad ... First Party 

V/s 

Shri Govindbhai Merubhai Aahir, 

C/o General Secretary, 

Shram Shakti Labour Union, 

66, Janta Nagar, Odhav, 

Ahmedabad ...Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/8/2012- 
IR (M) dated 18.05.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Security with Differences a contractor of Adani Gas Ltd, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Govindbhai Merubhai Aahir w.e.f. 20.07.2011 without any notice 
or written order and without any service benefits, is legal and justified? What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 18.05.2012. Both the parties were issued notices by registered post on 22.07.2012. 
Same were not received as unserved. Thus, the parties are deemed served. But since then neither of the parties have 
been present and have not filed their statement of claim or written statement as the case it may be. Thus, it appears that 
both the parties are not willing to prosecute the case. 

2. Thus, the reference is dismissed in default of both the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 26 RidHf, 2016 

^.31T. 2049.-311^101=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ SIJTIWI 7P3TK 

31^ 3E^ ^ ^ 7T^ PHill'd'hl' 3f[7 =64=6 k 1‘ ^ 37g^‘«l 31)4101=6 4 

717^ 3i1410|=6 3lfKR7ini 9R -4141^4, 3t^H<HK ^ 4^ (71^4 71. 94/2012) ^ y=6l0fld t, 4) 

71131K ^ 19.09.2016 ^ TIM f31T STI 

[71. P:?1-3001 1/9/2012-31431K (tni)] 
7l4t7 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2049. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 94/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Adani Gas Ltd. and others and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
19.09.2016. 


[No. L-30011/9/2012-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 


Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated lO* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 94/2012 

1. The Vice President, 

Adani Gas Ltd, 8“'’ Floor, Heritage Building, 

Ashram Road, Ahmedabad - 380001 

2. M/s. Securtiy with Differences, 

4, Neelkanth Complex, Opp. Maruti Arcade, 

Near Jivrajpark Over Bridge, 132 Ft Ring Road, 

Jivrajpark Cross Road, 

Ahmedabad ... First Party 

V/s 

Shri Govindbhai Muljibhai Vaghela, 

C/o General Secretary, 

Shram Shakti Labour Union, 

66, Janta Nagar, Odhav, 

Ahmedabad 


...Second Party 
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For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30011/9/2012- 
IR (M) dated 18.05.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Security with Differences a contractor of Adani Gas Limited, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Govindbhai Muljibhai Vaghelaw.e.f. 20.07.2011 without any 
notice or written order and without any service benefits, is legal and justified? What relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

The reference dates back to 18.05.2012. The notice was issued to all the parties on 12.07.2012 by registered post. 
Notice appears to have been served to all the parties as the copies of notices to each party have not been received back 
as unserved. Thus service on all the parties deems sufficient. Neither of the parties has appeared since then nor have 
they filed their statement of claim or written statement, as the case may be. Thus in the said circumstances all the 
parties do not appear to be willing to prosecute the case. The tribunal has no option but to give the finding in the 
reference as below: 

“Thus the action of the management of M/s Security with Differences a contractor of Adani Gas Limited, 
Ahmedabad in terminating the services of Shri Govindbhai Muljibhai Vaghela w.e.f. 20.07.2011 without any notice or 
written order and without any service benefits, is legal and justified.” 

P. K. CHATURVEDl, Presiding Officer 

^ 26 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2050.—3ll^lni=h 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «1RI 17 ^ 

^ ^ 47 =64=6rT 4 4^, 4^ini=6 

4‘ 444 44ini=6 4 (744 tt. 100 / 2012 ) 4 y=6iP^id wt t, 4 

444 717^ 4 19.09.2016 4 W7T f31T 4TI 

[71. 17^-30012/40/201 1-3i431R (UTT)] 
7147 31^ 7lf4 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2050. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 100/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-30012/40/2011-lR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 9* August, 2016 

Reference: (CGITA) No. 100/2012 


The Chairman and Managing Director, 
HPCL, 17, Jamshedji Tata Raod, 

Post Box No. 11041, Mumbai - 400020 


...First Party 
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V/s 

The General Secretary, 

Bhartiya Kamgar Karmachari Mahasangh, 

5, Navalkar Lane, floor, Prathana Samaj, 

Girgaon, Mumbai - 400020 ...Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri D.C. Gandhi Associates 

For the Second Party : None 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-30012/40/2011- 
IR (M) dated 24.04.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

(i) “Whether the action of the management of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd., in depriving Shri B.D. 
Rathod from the post of Weigh Bridge Operator at Kandla which is not in cluster C is legal and justified? 
What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

(ii) “Whether the action of the management of HPCL in giving promotion to S/Shri D.N. Rajwani, Kishore 
D’souza and K.D. Mala from cluster A to cluster C without giving change to the seniors as per the 
provisions of Career Development Policy of the Company is legal and justified? What relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 24.04.2012. Second party submitted the statement of claim Ext. 6 on 12.02.2013 
along with the vakalapatra Ext. 7 of his advocate Yogen Pandya. 

2. Before filing written statement, the second party workman vide application Ext. 9 & 10 requested the tribunal to 
withdraw the statement of claim in the reference stating that he has settled the dispute with the first party and Under the 
early retirement Scheme by the Hindustan Petroleum Corporation vide Circular Reference HR-NK-APY-CM dated 
01.09.2014, he has wished to be relieved under the aforesaid scheme for early retirement with effect from 01.10.2016 
(annexure 1). 

3. Thus in the light of the aforesaid circumstances, the reference is dismissed as withdrawn. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 


^ 26 RidHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2051.— sMte 3lfK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

TpRRT ^ ^ rH4k=hl‘ 47 =h4=hKl‘ 4 4' 44fe 

4f 4^ 717^ 44te ^ 4 (7 r4 tt. 167/2012) 4i ^t 74 t, 

4 444 717RR 4f 19.09.2016 4( TURl fSP STI 

[71. 17^-29012/37/2012-343117 (PTl)] 
7147 31P7 Tlfpp 


New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2051.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 167/2012) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Gujarat Mineral Development Corporation Ltd. and others and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 19.09.2016. 

[No. L-29012/37/2012-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 




^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

AHMEDABAD 

Present: 

Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 

Ahmedabad, 

Dated 1st August, 2016 

Referenee: (CGITA) No. 167/2012 

The Managing Director, 

Gujarat Mineral Development Corporation Ltd., 

Khanij Bhavan, Ahmedabad ...First Party 

V/s 

Shri Bhil Ramsinghbhai Dhaniyabhai, 

Nr. Shiv Mandir, At & Post Kadipani, Sub. Distt. Kawant, 

Vadodara (Gujarat) ... Second Party 

For the First Party : None 

For the Second Party : Advocate Prashant 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New Delhi hy reference adjudication Order No. L-29012/37/2012- 
IR (M) dated 10.12.2012 referred the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in 
respect of the matter specified in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Gujarat Mineral Development Limited, Ahmedabad, by retiring the 
services of Shri Bhil Ramsinghbhai Dhaniyahhai w.e.f. 11.03.2011 before attaining the age of retirement i.e. 
60 (sixty) years is legal and justified? What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

1. The reference dates back to 10.12.2012. All the parties were issued notices by registered post on 05.02.2013. 
Acknowledgements of service on all the parties are received as Ext. 3 and 4 on 11.02.2013. The second party submitted 
the vakalatpatra Ext. 5 of his advocate on 01.04.2013 hut since then second party has not been appearing in the court 
and has also not been filing the statement of claim. Thus, it appears that both the parties are not willing to prosecute the 
case. The tribunal has no option but to dismiss the case in default of both the parties. 

2. Thus, the reference is dismissed in default of both the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 

M 26 RldHL 2016 

^.3IT. 2052.— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «lRf 17 ^ 7P3TK 

^ ^ 47 =h4=hKl 4 44ini=h 

717^ 44fe 44^17^ TJcf 9R -Ill4ld4, ^3PTg7 4 WSflZ (71^4 71. 12/1995) 4 Wf4l t, 4 444 71131K 4 
21.09.2016 4 RF711311 8TTI 

[71. ti:? 1-43011/7/1994-3431R (1171)] 
7147 31B7 7lf4 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2052. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 12/1995) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Khetri Copper Complex and their workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
21.09.2016. 


[No. L-43011/7/1994-IR (M)] 
SAMIR KUMAR DAS, Under Secy. 
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afl^inich WJIUlISlch'^ui, 

^ ^0 #.3n^.d 12/95 

m ^ ^ 311^ 

pPTPH W-43011/7/94-3fT^.3fR.(f^T) 2.3.95 

tIcT^ m tIcT# WR, ...maft 

sRFI 

Ml/iiluHl IfTR-RH, tIcI# cbl^^elcKl, tIcI# WR, ...SMsfl 

mIcjkTIo 3#[cf7iff : ^fiTTT 

Tfaft cf?t SIR R : Rt STR". Rt. 

3Maft 3jR R : Rt SRlW T^lt, 

fRlPH 3M^ : 14.5.2002 

3)9|4 

1. ^TWR, m ^ fe# 1[RT fRfTT SfRffVRITat ^ 1%qT w f: 

“Whether the action of the management of Khetri Copper Complex, Khetri Nagar, in not granting higher pay 
scale of Sr. Ropewaymen to s/shri Kesher Deo Sharma code No. 20346, Phool Chand code No. 20440, Devaram Saini 
code No. 13219, Pratap Chand code No. 25425, Conveyer operators, doing the job of Sr. Ropewayman, is justified? If 
not to what relief the workman are entitled?" 

2. maft ^ afro tRf rf^ zftspT 1%qT 1% Rdfr WtRfFT ^ ^ 31^;^ t, ^ I 

FiRlef RtR tp^ 3fJiIFT ^ ^ PtR pipf PP ppl fR^n 11 pRPef TFR ^ f^fiR M wRfl t, RpRi 3jHd'lfep 

Rp?FT ^ piRpR 3iTtR^R ifr 11 #RET PP PI8R t 1% fRiaft RwP IFRiRt P «l1M P?r 

l^fjR RRlRi zr} PP tjRfPR M PP Phsfldl |31T SP 1%^ ppRiR 3ntR^ Pp 4 PP tj^TPR P# 

1%PT W 3fk Pp/^tfET ^ HTP R pRlfl PM PPT pRf1% PTpafTP P?t MPt Pp T|p[Tf pyR pRqpf pfp^ 

PP PpRr Plpf ppRpp PTsfl PTPPP RI pp piSR t 1% PTsfrFT ppRppf 3ntRMf PP pip} 31PTsft PTPaM ^ 

Pp4pPT pflRpiP PfPt Rp P PPM t pfRp PI^ Pp4 ^ t Rf pffRPR PfpMp P# PIP^ ^RfPf PPRPP 3fTtRppf PIP^ 
11 pRp Rp pro 5 ^ ^Rpp ^ ppRpp 3iTtRppf niPT pppifRi M pir ppp! pp IRrjp pp^ 1%pt t 3flp pppp pipp t 
1% PPt} tjPPTPPT PIP pp pftRfPP PftRRp P^ ^-8 P?r P^^ ^ ^ ^jPMT pp POP ^ fRiT I ^Rpp PP PI8IP f 1% 

R PTpRrp Rnff pf^ipit pit €f—4 pit '(-tci p^ pft 1% ppR pip ppp pp pp4 prR pfef pRipit R '^f pIpi pr^ f I 
pp P? ’ft pipp t 1% PTPRtPT prat RiPIP firpstt PtrfRfRt if p^tppp 1%PT plRpp 3fTtRpp pp^} pit pit ^ 
^ pppif Prp c[pp ^TPPfT ^ Pp^ Plflp, ?PTPf PPflp t 1% PTpfel pRiPI Prp Rojt (€f-8) pit itPP ^P3cPT PM plp^ ^ 

3TRrppfr tl fifp^ PPPPeTlP PEPPT PM ^fRlP ^ MTP ^ 3np5p R PTpt^ pit R# PTHT HTP pf fRp 

PPTI PP P? ’tt PISIP t 1% RpT Rrapf/PM^ 31 tM ^ PlRfPP 31TtRpp pp pp f pf pm PPT l ^Rpp pp PISIP t 
1% PTpf^ PlPf a#fpl p c^PPf pttRfPP PfpMp pp ppj} PIp^ t PPP pp pppt ^ 3ll^Rpr1 ’tt 3RI Pp 4 plp^ t 3itp ^ 3fTaTR 
PP PlPt pRlPl Pptt IrfRf R Rf-8 tdP ^JPMrF tdP P Pf^ pap pRpp PM pipR ^ 3lRfPpff f RjIP IrfRf R pttRrPP PtPt 
^ pit Rf-8 ^PP ^PMP ^ P^ I ^RfPP pp pp ’tt piajp 11% PTPTP ppj} fRp pipip ^pp (pcgiTl pp ’tt ^ pRiPl €f-8 

pit itPP ^PMP P PP^ PM plp^ ^ 3lRfPpfr 11 PTstf ^jlRpp pp pp ^ pipp t 1% fRpi PPT?M pit 31MP PIPPIP ^-4 pit 

itpp ^PMfT ppfr P^, pp PfpRtPT # 3lRfRfPP PTPPT^ IMtP PPT 3ipjRp TJP 31%T 11 PPPP pp ^ PIPP t 1% PPT 
PTP?M R RfPtPTpit P PPfPcftP PTRPT PM pit PP 3TRrpTTP PM pf ^ MPT 1% PTt fRpT M PP^ PP tjcptppp 

pR 3itp Pit Rtptpp pf pR I ^IRpp pp pp ’tt PTPP 11% ppfPeTlP ^IRpp R PTtP ptp prpR f\ pp ppRpt# prstt ^Rtpp 
R PTpppf R PPP ^pfppTPP M# Rp/lpi^p pipR R pRpp R pit p^ 11 3Tp: ^jlRpp pit ptRpt t fR fRirp R RRRp ptR 
^flRpPTP/RtlRpp pit Rpir ^p RraitRp R-8 Rtp sjpmt pRt 1R1R R m^t Rtpt 1R1R R pp Rtp ^jppM RtIRpp 
RpMp pit R p^ pap pRt R 31^ PTPPP MP 3nRtpT p pIpmpt RpR R RmR mR i 

3. 3M85t R pRp pp MPP Rp fRPT t 3ffp pppp prapp t fR ^fRpp R pp php piarp fRpT t fR ppR tjcptppp R ptp 
PM Rpp Rmpt pt RRpt p^ Rt RRpRpt R pptpp Rppptp Rh ppt I p ^ RfRR R Rppptp pip Rt |■3p t i mRR fp 





^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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w\ 3 r 4 Wr 1%qT 11% fMr ^ 1%€r f^i ^ 15^ ^ wt ^ ^ ^ 11 

3Msft ^HT ^ ’fr ^H81^ t 1% 3fNfe^ ^ ^ ^ ^IWST ^ 11 ^ ^ *ie4|cbH 

I^Vt 0*1 (?l ^ t ^ ^ W^, WR 040K ^ ^V^dl, 5TOT ^ ^RR^T^Rf ^ ^ ^ 

^ Mw ^f5t R'l^lR^I Wfr 11 ffl IRIR ^ ^ 1W SfRTR f\ 'llH^fldl f^RT0 2.7.91 1%7JT W S^T 

TNMr M ^HrJ TjeipR ^ SfRTR R7 ^dHHH 7RT 1%7JT S^T | SMsff ^ ?R RaRT 3R#HR 1%qT t 

1% ^ t ^ 4^ ^r-8 M fiRT 1%7ft *ie4l0H ^ 11 R8RT t 1% R%Rf 3fR^ Rt RR? ^RRT 

URT 4.8.83 ^ # ^-4 IRRT aft sflR 3fs[ M RRIRRT RT fftafRUT R^f 1%RT RT RRRR RRfl% RRIR 

rrt} zft TjeRRRT ^ fefR 3lftR RRftftfft R fftiftf ftf^ fftf&ftl M Rift t Iftl^ RTR cRRflRft RRRRT RM fftftw Rlftlft f RR 
RRRft 11 RRlftf ^ RRTR ^ R^ R ftf R%R sflRftRR M, ftflfftTR ftfRftftR Rft M RRRR t sffR RT ftt Rsft fR 
RTRR RR Rftft W Rift 3l1ft^ 11 RR: RTsft ^jlftRR URT RR^ R#R RTR^ R RTEflR^R t 3ffR R#R RllftR fftlRT Rift I 

4 . ^fftRR Rft SIR ft R#R ^ RlRftR ft # RRftef %, RFlftftl ftl RRftRR RTR^RR ft RRR RR RR^ flj t fft# 

SlRTsft ft fftlRR Riftfftift ft IftlR? ftt 1 1 RRTsft Rft SIR ft ftl ft.ft. RRRTRlft ftftRR RlftRR (Rlft.RR.) RR RRai RR ftR |RT t 
fftRlft RTsft ft IftiRR Riftfftift ft fftlR? ftt 11 ^ RRRTlftRTR ftt RRRR ft RR^ flj t ftlRRl IftftRR RaiRafTR fftRT Rlft^ | 

5. ftft ftftf R«T ft fftHTR Rfftfftftm ftt R?RT RRTRctt RR RRcRlRRR fftRT I 

6. Riaft ft tftHTR Riftfftift RR gRR clft t fft fftltR 22.1.80 Rft RRiaff RR ftftRR ft RtR RR RlRftlRT ^RT, Rt fft RRft 
RRc^-6 11 Rlftt ^IftRR ft Riftf^ RR Rft t fft RRftRR RTRftRR RR RRft fttfftRR ftRft ftR ft RRft ft RTWR t Rfftn RRlft 
ftt TSJTRT 11 RRRR RSRT t fft ^ RRt} ft RlftRR ftiftRR ft ftft f Rt ftR^ ftR Rf RRft t ftRR RRftlR RfiftRR ft RRft 
t sftR Rr ftt RRftt ftlR ^JTRRT ft-4 Rftt R^ t Rl fft RttfftlR ftRftftR ftt ftlR ^JTRRT ft-8 ft R|R RRT t| ^ RRRR 
RTRTR RRt} ft ftlR RIRTR ftlR RTsftRR ftt Rft ftRT STjftlR RR <Rc]gK t, RR: Rft ftt-8 ftlR ^RRT ftftft RRl I 

7. RtR RRiaft ft fftlRR ftftftft RR RR Rft t fft Rt ftftR RRftRR RlftRR t t RffttR ft RRR RSTfR RTRftRT RR 
RRR RlRft f 3ftR ftl'lftl ft—8 Rftef ft Rft t ft" RT^RT ft 3PRR 0l4 RlRft t, RR: RRRR 0l4 ^RKI RlfftR RMT ft I ^ RRRR 
ft RRR ft RfR^ftl ftft t 3ff7 Rlt RftR ft 3PRR Rr 4 RRft t RRRR ftlR ft—8 Rftef RR ft RR: RlftRR Rif ftt Rftef ft RR 
Rft t RR Rift RR RftlR tl 

8. ftft RSff RIRT RR^ Rftt RR fftlR fftRT R RRIRctt RR 3nft RRRR RR SfKfRR fftRT RR RTRlftlRR RR ft SlReflRRR 

fftRTI Riaft ftftRR ftt ftlR ft ftt ft RRT? RRaR ft RR^ |R I Rftfft RRl 3RRM ft RRRR fftRT t fft ft^ft RRRR 
RRTRftRRT ft ft IJRR? 3f^[RTR f, RI^ R WRIRT ftftRef ftRft RI?^ 31R;RRR ft ftft Rift RRft RR RRl ftRRR 11 ftftRef ftR ft 
ft fftfjftR ftft ft ftftRl Rr4rR t fftRft SIRcftlftR ftRRTR ft RR^IRR SlfR^RR ft t sftR ft Rift fftRlR ft RRRftft ftftRl 11 
RRRR RRRR ft R? ft RIRR t fft fftRfRl 2.7.91 Rft fftRft ftRaUR ft RRRRft R R7RR#R RFRRl RM ^jfftRR ft ftlR ftRRlR ft 
Rr4rR RiftRft RR fftfjftR ftft ft RUft RR ^JRRfRRR fftft Rift RR RRftldl |3R sftR RRlft fftRlR ft ftftlftR RiftRft ft RRt} RR ft 
*ieRlftH fftRl RIRIR fttfftRR RlRftftR ft RR R ft-8 ftRR ^jTRRfl RR RRt} fftftjftl fftRl RRl fft^ R7RR#R fftRft 

RTRRTR ft RR^lRft R RFRRl RM ^fftRR ft RTRRcttR RRlfftRRM ft RRftRR SHR^^ft ft RRft ^JRRfRRR RRl Rft RRl 3ff7 fR 
RR ft Rft ftftR RRRl RRlfft ft R]ft Rift ftR ft RIRRR ft | ftftf ft RRlft ft 31Rft Wl RR ft RlftlRR SllR^^ft RlRl fftft 
Rllft Rift RRr! RR IftRRR ftfftR fftRl t sftR RRRR RIRR t fft Rft RRft fttfftRR ftRftftR RlRl ftt RRRlfftl fftft Rllft t sflR 
RRftRR 3TlRftRft RlRl ^ SlfftfftfR RRft ftt RRRlfftl fftft Rllft t ftt fft fttftlRR ftRftftR Rf RlRft 11 fR RRRR RIRTR RRft 
RIRIR ftclR ft fftlsflM/SliaTlR RR RT#rFl ftt fttfftRR ftRftftR ft RR ftf ftclR «j7Mfl ftt-8 Rift ft SlftlRRft 11 ftftf ft RRlft 

RR R? ft RIRIRR RRIR t 1ft RlR^ftl Rift ft ftRlR RRR fftftlRlRl Rfftftftl ft R? RIR RftRRR ftt fft RR^lRR SHR^R ft RRft 

Rft Rc^ ftt ftft ^ RRftt MR ftlR ftn Rlflft RT I 

9 . ^fftRR ft ftftf ft RRlft ft fftlR? ft ftftt Rift RTRT Rft 3 lft t ftlRlft R? RTlfftl ft Rift fft RR^lRR ftlR^R RR RRft 

RttfftRR ftRftftR ft RRft ft fftR RR RR ft RT ft RttfftRR ftR ft ftR RIRT fftft Rft RRftt Rft Rft RlRft ft RfeRl ftt RRRftef fftft 
Rft fftlR? ft R? 311 RT t fft ftt RRft ft RlRf RlftlRR SRRftRR RIR Rft ft, RRlft 31 ^R Mft ftcTR ^jTMT Rftt ftt RR Rftt ft I ftt 
RTMRR ft IftR? ft R? RM ft fft ftlR RiftRft Rft RRft :'JeRtRRT ft STiaiR RR MR ^JTMT RR RITR fftRl RRl ft ft ftt ?Rlft RRai 
RlfRT ft RMT ftt RRft R 5 R Rft ftl 

10. STRiaft ft RRaft ftt ftt. ftt. RririNift ft ftlR? ft R? RfttRRR fftRl ft fft RttfftRR RlRftftR RR RlRfttRT ftl RTTR ft 

Rift ft ft, R? 'RIRIdR ft ft?! Rftt fftRl RRl ft I fftlR? ft ?RT RRStt ft ?RT RIRT ft ftt SlRfftwi RllfftR ftt t fft RfRft SUdlf^R 
ftR?TR ft fttfftRR ftRft ftR ftt ftRlftt t RT Rftt MR MTRR RRft RRftRR SlTRftRft ftt RIRft 1 1 

11. MlftRR RRSR ft fftftRR ft R? RRIR ftlRT t fft SlRiaft HIRT ^ RR5R RR fttft 7RMR Rftt fftlRT RRl t fft Rlt RRft 
fttfftRR ftRftftR HIRT fftft RTlft t Rftt RRft Rfftn Mlft ftt MTRT RRft RR^lRR STTR^RrI RIRT fftft RTlft t Mlftl ftftf ft RRft 
RTRTR t ?RT RIRT RR TRMR SlRlftt ftt RRRR ft Rftt ftlRT I ^ SlRiatt fttsftRft^RTRlRlfttfttRftft RRRR Rftt t fft ftRftftR 
rMRT ft 3MR RRft RlRft 11 RTRfft Riaft ^fftRR ft RRaft ft RR^ fftRl t fft fttfftRR RtRftftR ftt RTRftRT RR RRft RlRft 11 
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3Msft ^ 3TR ^ ^ ^ Wf ^ t ^ IP#IcT ^ 1% ^ ^ ZN ^ ^SITTT ^ 

fjR WR ^ ^ I 3Maft ^ ifr IP#IcT ^ ^ SRPiat ^ f 1% zf?T ^ t W 3fR^ ^ 

t cIsiT ^TtfeR ^ ^ ^iqTTT 11 WR Ifiaft ^f?r RTSq ^ ^ Tf# Mlf^ ^ t 

1% ^R%R 3TTT1^ ^ ^fR^ t Zf^p} 1[RT ^ 1%^ PTM t 1%^ ^ ^ ^ ^j^MT ^ 3RPTRM | 

PIT ^?jp#PfRR ^f?r ^ ^ m Zfft tI^RM ^ 31M 11 ^ ^ ^ RIc£|H ^ 3fRTR m 

ma'kR, ^ 1% ^R%R 3fPl^ ^ ^fR ^ t, ’fr viTlI^ilV ^ mfrl ^-8 ^ ^j^MT IfM ^fR^ Sltat 11 

12. BPRPfrl 1¥RET 3fRTR m IRRR ^ 3Pfl^ TTI^ 1%^! RM I 

"'isld^l 0l*9ei<Rl ^ M^IRR 1[RT c^?R ^ ?lRt RO 20346, M^dP'P, RO 20440, RR '^, 
Rfe RO 13239 R MN ^ER, RltR RO 25425, RR^ Rf 1% TlR^ RT Rp} RR t, 

TEiMr ^[RR ^JRRR R felT RRRT Rfel RR %[ R^ 11 RTS-ftRR Rift Irfl^ ^ R? ftRR RM RRft ^ SlIftpfRft 
t, fftRT Irfi^I ^ R? ftRR ^RfRT fttfftRR, TfpftftR Rft ftt R^ I" 

13. SPfli 3fM fftRPH 14.5.2002 Rft ^ ^RPMR ft feRsfPfT RPfR R;RPIT RRT RT ^ RRPR Rft WMRTaf fftwjRR 
ftRR Rffft I 

feu RPR RPP, ^pftR 

Rf fftRpft, 26 RIcIHI, 2016 

Rir.aiT. 2053.— ^RtfftRI fftRK RfRpPTR, 1947 (1947 RR 14) pft RRT 17 ^ SigRTR ft' RTRTP RRRRPT 
PftffftRI RTR7 PftRR RRft ^ RRRRR ^ RRIg; fftftftlRft' 3|k RR^ RlftRUft' ^ ft)R, 3igftR ft' sMfftRI fftRK ft' 
RTRTP sMfftRI RfRRRR Pft ^ -RIRMR, RR^ ^ TRIP (Rftft ^ ft. 65/2015) pft RRRfftR RRcft t, ft) ^fttR 
RTRTP Rft 26.09.2016 pft RM fRT RTI 

[ft. PRl-42011/51/2015-3IlfRP (^)] 
ftt. ftijftrw, ftTRI 3ftftRRft 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2053. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. 65/2015) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Rajasthan Atomic Power Station & others and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26.09.2016. 

[No. L-42011/51/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 65/2015 

Reference No. L-42011/51/2015-IR(DU) dated: 18.6.2015 

The General Secretary 
Hindustan Construction Workers 
Union-7 & 8,CITU Union Office, Phase-II, 

Rawatbhata (Kota)-323307. 

V/s 

1. The Site Director 

Rajasthan Atomic Power Station 
R.R.Site, PO- Anushakti 
Rawatbhata (Kota)-323303. 

2. The Project Manager 

M/s Hindustan construction Company 
Rajasthan Atomic Power Project 7 & 8 
R.R. Site, Rawatbhata (Kota)-323307. 





^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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AWARD 

30.8.2016 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers conferred under clause (d) of Sub-section 1 & 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

'"m MfR #ThT MRillulHI TMTSM tR^lPJ W ifhfe 7 ^ 8, 31R 31R 711^^, 

TrarlWT W ^ (TM.) URT tlFT tDf 21.12.2013 ^ #ffT 20 tlfhl T7 ^ 1%7IT tUM 

tt#Rh ^TJiiRfTcT t, ^ ^ HTsff (cbt^cbK) 1%7T W 3ff7 ^ ^ I?" 

2. Pursuant to the receipt of the reference order, registered notices were sent to the parties as per order of the 
tribunal fixing 12.1.2016 for filing statement of claim. On 12.1.2016 none appeared on behalf of applicant & opposite 
party no.l, the Site Director. Sh. Satish Pachori appeared on behalf of opposite party no.2, the Project Director, 
Hindustan Construction Company & alleged to file authority on next date. The case was adjourned in interest of justice 
fixing 15.3.2016 for filing statement of claim. On 15.3.2016 neither anyone appeared on behalf of applicant nor 
statement of claim was filed. Learned representative on behalf of opposite party came in appearance. Case was again 
adjourned in the interest of justice fixing 12.5.2016 for filing statement of claim. On 15.3.2016 authority was filed on 
behalf of M/s. Hindustan Construction Company. 

3. On 12.5.2016 Sh. Rajendra Gupta, learned Advocate alleged that Sh. Dharmendra Jain, Advocate is the learned 
representative for opposite party & will not come today. Sh. Vinay Mishra, Chief Personnel Manager, appeared for the 
Project Manager, M/s. Hindustan Construction Company. None appeared on behalf of applicant in spite of service 
against the applicant. It was observed that despite service none is appearing on behalf of applicant since past dates 
although applicant have been served for the first date 12.1.2016. It was objected by opposite party that opportunities are 
suo-moto extended to the applicant by tribunal although none is appearing for applicant. Accordingly, last opportunity 
was given to the applicant for filing statement of claim on 16.6.2016. On 16.6.2016 neither anyone appeared on behalf 
of applicant nor statement of claim was filed. Sh. Vinay Mishra, Chief Personnel Manager, appeared on behalf of M/s 
Hindustan Construction Company & none appeared for remaining opposite party. Again case was adjourned furnishing 
one opportunity to the applicant for filing statement of claim on 14.7.2016 with observation that in absence of 
statement of claim further proceeding will be closed against the applicant. 

4. On 14.7.2016 none appeared on behalf of applicant & statement of claim was not filed. Sh. Vinay Mishra, Chief 
Personnel Manager, appeared on behalf of M/s. Hindustan Construction Company. None appeared for Site Director. 

30.8.2016 was next date fixed for filing statement of claim providing further one more opportunity to the applicant. On 

30.8.2016 neither applicant appeared nor filed statement of claim. Sh. Vinay Mishra, Chief Personnel Manager, 
appeared on behalf of M/s Hindustan Construction Company & objected further extension of opportunity to the 
applicant. None appeared on behalf of remaining opposite party. It was observed by tribunal that applicant does not 
appear to be interested in filing statement of claim & objection raised by opposite party is sustainable. Further 
proceeding for filing statement of claim was accordingly closed & case was reserved for award. 

5. It is pertinent to note that reference order dated 18.6.2015 was sent by Ministry to applicant with direction to 
file statement of claim within 15 days from the date of receipt of reference. Applicant has neither filed statement of 
claim on the direction of Ministry nor on notice & knowledge of the proceeding pending before the tribunal. It appears 
that applicant is not interested & willing in submitting the claim for adjudication. In the circumstances & in the absence 
of material evidence brought on record, tribunal is unable to record the finding on the issues referred to it on merit. 
Accordingly, “No Claim Award” is passed in this matter. The reference under adjudication is answered accordingly. 

6 . Award as above. 


BHARAT PANDEY, Presiding Officer 

^ 26 PudHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2054.—3ll^lni=6 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ tJRT 17 ^ 

7P3TK 3ll^lPl=6 3lpKR7pJT ^ ^ 4^ (7l44 ^ 71. 10/2006) ^ y=6lP^ld Wt t, # 7T131K 

^ 26.09.2016 ^ RM f3lT SJTI 

[71. T:^-40012/39/2001-31lf3ll7 (4t^)] 

4t. 47^ 31p?l^ 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2016 

S.O. 2054. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 10/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Telecom Department, Jodhpur and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26.09.2016. 


[No. L-40012/39/2001-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


cNtTi ^iwR aito^ ijci wjiuidii, virago 

#.3fr.3n^.€t. 10/2006 

W iTldKTlH Sltefr 

F.-JIcJ-41012/39/2001-3n^31R 05/12/2005 


Shri Rajendra Kumar S/o. Shri Bijai Singh, 

Plot No. 10-A, Behind Poka, 

Distt.- JODHPUR (Raj.) (Dead on 17-09-2012) 
successors- in- interest, 

1. Smt. Urmila Dodia W/o. Late Sh. Rajendra Kumar 

2. Ravindr Singh Dodia S/o. Late Sh. Rajendra Kumar 

3. Nisha Dodia D/o. Late Sh. Rajendra Kumar 

v/s 

The General Manager, 

Telecom Department, 

Kamla Nehru Nagar, Near P & T Colony, 

JODHPUR (Rajasthan) 

JfTsft dW ^ ^giTR SIRT - 

dW ^ ^41dld 

: 02 . 08 . 2016 

1. TRW URT stklPlF 1947 ^ WT 10 ^ WM 1 TsFg (r) SPfpffl 05.12.2005 

3iT^ ^ jrfElfT 31TE-TR m 71? WTH ^.SRT 11 7^^ TRW URT ^ f^FWT t 

2. “Whether the management of General Manager, Telecom Jodhpur in terminating the services of 
Shri Rajendra Kumar from August, 1984 is just and legal ? If not, what relief the workman is entitled and from 
which date?” 

3. inflpF ^ JR^ RSTI srjTTR TffefW: Zf? ZflSRT f 1% diulMTItl HRI HJsft Zfll TRsJlI 3993 

15.3.84 HRl 9/-(7fr TTq^) IR l^illRild 1%71I W S? tj? 26.3.84 7f^ ^ ^ 1%71I 

T71II 311^ RdlF 15.3.84 7^ tptqri ^ TM SPmlSiqj cf^ Pl^fcfn WR cf?f Rjff aft fuRRl Tljft) cfR RlR ^rftcH ft) t^ 

SlfftRT 11 

4. fft^I 7ft W Tllfr ft fftw 27.8.84 W fftTRR Tfuft fftlRl t^^ fftw 27.8.84 7ft WlftlTlRT rftfen snft^l ft Rjaft 
Tftr ftTU ft wft ft TR7R1 ft fftliTH 27.8.84 Tfft ft fftiaT HRl Tj%T fftTlI W | fftiaT HRl Risft Tfft ftRjgfftl 3WR, 
aiR^ftn tft fftiR 11 





^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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5. ^ 27.8.84 wfftRFrT maft ^f?r ^^TTgf^ ^ ciRwcll Tjft ^ ^ ^I f^ai gRT "31%fT 

3nW - IfaR RTW ^ fegRT ^ ^TePT R ^fR ajM 25 (pft) 3ff#^ 3l1^f1^ 1947 apT ^wRPT 1%^fT 

w, I^R# apRR maff af?r #rrgf^ IWfi^ t sn^j 15.3.84 wm 5 ijaf 7 tr 3fj%7T 

3ff^ tR f^R^ ^ ^ ^ RTJT ^ ipi^ 1^ ^ api^RT 11 IPaff y?r ^ 

^ wry 31^ SPRjI^fRf cf)f f^i^fclti yRTR Rjft Rif 3fTRT ’ft f^RFT ^ SfaftR 014^0 t RRf1% r 4 SlRJiMTff cRf f^T4WR ^ 
tj 4 f4y§f ITRT maft cf^ RR SfcRR yRPT ^RRI RT^R, ^ WR f^ysi URT aiRi 25 (iRf) RR ’ft ReRRlR 1%RT RRi f | 

f^RlR SfaftR Rr 4 f^RRR RTlfr RR^ ffj yiaft R^t ^RRTRlf^ RiPJ^f RifR ^ STjfel 11 

6 . yjaft ^ I^Rf ^ 3f^ RR f¥fRR f^RR RR RiatRl RRf IR^ 1%RT 1% f^RST Riaft R?f ^R: PlRlRjia RR ^ RR^ ^ 
Rfr 1%RT RRTI RTsfl IfRT ^ ^tRTR I^ST IfRT RTsft R^t f^RT^R RrI^-s# Rpf R^t RTUff sff RR yirlRIR 4 rR RUff sff | 
RTsft ^Rigf^R R^t ^ tTfRRR 11 Riaft ^ f^TRR 1%RT t 1% RRR^t f^RTRl 27.8.84 R^ #igf4tT R^ Sftaj RffSfR RR ^ 
R?r f^RRl^ RR 31R;RRft RlflcT ^ ^ gRRaffRRT RR sr^t rtI^ 1%ifT RTR | 

7. RKtRR ^ f^Rai IfRT RlfefR IRRR 1 eFTTRR 9 ^ R1?T RRT t 1 % rMr RSR RRR #1 RIRR 

3r4Wr tl SfIrffeR RiapT ^ f^RST IfRT Riaft R?r RlfefR RR RRTR IRp RR r4Wr 1%RT W t 1% f^RRT R?r RR RR 
MrR RRRfePJ ^RMRj4t^RlfrRRRR^‘fr RlMelR aR sflR RT^f R^ RrJ 1984 ^ RR^ RR RRt} RR R7RT W aR 
RR RTsft Rfl" Pl^Rkl RRf Pi4a PlRT RRT ap pRp 'ScrlRR RPri RRT aR, 

"This is made clear to the candidates that the employment is not guaranteed as regular and no claim shall be entertained 
for regular absorption what so ever." 

8. SRrf R? Riapl f 1% RTsft RR R^ Rj^ RefR f 1% Rr4 1984 ^ STRRRT 1984 cTRl ^ ^ ^ RRRRT fsRT R^ RRRR 
RRRR 3rR^ Rr 4 feRT r 4 RTsft r4 Rr 4 RR R^f fePR RRT RR RT^ Paf1% R? t 1% Riaft P RTp 1984 P STRRRT 1984 RRl Riaft 
P 130 fpR cTRl RRp 1%RT sflR Rp78R P PfRRp Ip^ RRR RRT ?R#fP RTSp Sf^fRlPf RRpf RpIcT ^R: fPPffpRT PP RR 
?R1RR R# tl 

9. RTSp RR R? R1?RT RRRT t 1 % RRfP RpP^ RlpRlffRR # vldPlt 3flR Pf ^ pR Rp fpRRR pRT P fpRST IRRT 
RRtP RRRT RRT RfeRl ?RT RRR^T P fPpRR t PH Pf vfilPlt R.t.RR/^g^ RfpRR RpR^ P SfapR RSR # ^ pR RR RW 
aPpRRp RpRT RpR^ P RRRfefPf P RRpRR tfP RR 240 fpR P 3f1pRl aplP RlRp P fPPpR R5R RRRp fP^ p Rpf ap Rp 
fP RTSp P fpRTR, SfaPsfRl RIRRR Rpaj^ P 3fRPT gjpp Sp | fpRfzR 01.01.1995 P Sfap^fRl RIRRR Rpef^ RUTpRIR SfRTSp 
(r^^ ^RpRlR fPcR RpR^) P 3 fapR R# 3fM SR I RT8p P RlP 1984 P SFTRRT 1984 RRl pRef 130 fpR RRl tf RIRRR 
RpR^ P Rr4 fPlRTI ^ RRRR RT8p 3fRT8p fpRTR P fPlRp RRRR P fpRRlR RlP RRp R RTRIR R5R P RlPf eflP P 

IP PIP a tfP P RRpiP SfIpRRp Rp tl 

10. 3fTp R? R181R t fP RTSp P tfpRl RRT^ RR RRp PlWRT SR RR IpRai P fPPf RRRR RTSp Rp RRRfp Rpp p 
RRplyP 3l1pRRR P RpRT Rp fpRT 11 Riap p pRRf 130 fpR PfpRl RRT^ RR RRp fpRT SpR RRlP RTR RpWRT RRp Pf^RlR 
RRR RRT fPefR RTSp RTRRRT 3fR;RRp RfTR RptcT ^R: fPPffpR tfP RR SfIpRRp R# t RR fpRR RIRT RTSp P fpRiRR Rpt 
RRR1RTR7 RRpRltt Rp Rp Rp 11 

11. RiPfRR P RRRR 7 P RfRTR P R15T RRT t IP RTSp Rp fpRST P PlfpRl SnpRT P Rp IpRRRfT RpRl RTSp RRR RpWRT 

RRp Pf^ RefT RRTI RTSp P RTR P SfPsTRT, RIRRR TpR^ P Rpt RRTRIR Rp fpRT SpR PiRTp TpgP p 16 Rp RTR IpRTfRR 
2000 P fpT«P fpTTR P fpR fpRp RRpiP SfiafR P pRT Rp RTR Rp Tp fpRp P RRRR RRpIRR 'RlPIPd Rf 11 # TRppR RR 
^ pR p RRR^T P fPP^ R5R P RepRR IpRT RRT t fP P RtP ^RfPT P f^R P RRpRR P RR PPk RTRRR, 
tP^;r P rrPrr Rf PI IPrar P rtsP rirt Prt tP^ P rtr rP IP^IPirI rrrrt rPrrir IPrt t IPrtP rt^r^t P rtrt rrt 
t fP Rt ^ 1997 P RTJTjlpR TRlPf, Sf^P^fpR TRRTRTIP rP pReffR IPIPiP P fpRRR 24 ST^TiMP rP fP^ Rp Rp p RR^ 
?RfP aMfpRT fpRR P fpRp sR-TRRRP RlfpEfTR RR RepRR Rp fpRT RRT 11 

12. RRRR 9 P RTSTR RR RRRf RTRp |R R? RT^ RRT t fP RpWRT RRp TpSRTR RTTp P RTR Riap P RTp P 

RIRRR, TpR^ P R Rpt RRTRR fpRT R RTfRp fpRT 3RT: Riap pRp RRRR P 3f^ RR ?RTR1R Rp t RR RpRJRT RRp 
PmRTR Riap RR RTTRT SpR 16 Rp P STRlRlef P RTR RRp pRRT R? RpRT t fP RRp PpRTR RTlP RTRR Riap Rp RRp Rp 
SRRRRRTRT Rp ap | 3RT: RtP fpRp RRRR RR 3f^T Rp RR ?RTR1R Rp 11 

13. vfcll^dvfcIH P RTfpRR P RTSfR Rp R;RRI|fpT RTRR^RT^RRTtfpRTapRlRTRRRipRT TpgRTR Rp TRlP Rp RIR 
RTpcR RpeRR t RR RiaP Rp fp-TTR P PHpRT SRpRT P fpTTRT 27.8.84 Rp RRpfRRIRT pRT P ijafR? fpRT I RTRtRlR P RRRR 9 P 
RTRIR p RTRT RRT t fP pRT P ijafR) fptp rttP P RTR TRRTfefTRRTR RR^ RRRp Rp fPIP RRT RTp fpRRlR R^RfpRjpT t^ fpTp 
fpRTR RR RRRTR RfRTRT RRT t fpRTp pRef RppRT SII^RIRTR fpRT RRT RR^ Rpt RRpRTp Rp Rp Rp I 
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14. Tflfr ^ ciw ^ ^ ^ 1%^ W t f^ERf?r irf^aiT f^ST URT 27.7.12 

^ 11 ^ clW ^ TfTSTI ^ 3ff^feRs[ TT?f ■Ssc^—1 HTRRT TT?t ■S^c^—15 Rh4l TTF 11 

15. ^ cfTT ^ 3ff^lelRsl4 TfTS^f ^ 3ff^r^7s[ Ex. M- 1 IR^ Rh4l T7IT 11 ■?T’W—T5f ^ 

^STI ^ ^ IR^ f^RIT W 11 

16. 17.6.2014 ^ ^ sn^T 1%7 jt w t i tji^ ^ %rt ^ 

Ij^urdk S[^ ^ CT8IT T^fRfeft ^ Sfcj^fpR fjfRIT | 

17. Tjr^t T5T ^ 7TW ^ ^ ^ fcffel tjCCl'tl IR^ 1%^ t :- 

1. (2010) 3 Supreme Court Cases 192, Harjinder Singh Appellant v/s. Punjab State Warehousing Corporation 

.Respondent 

18. w cRh msft ^|TR f^ar i[rt ^ ^f?r cbi4cii^ ir f^l^RfM mi4uii 4 t fH 

RRtj ^ vleel'^'Tlil t 1% f^TST 1[RT Raft Zf5t ^ 26.3.84 #dT ^4 Wr 1%71T W t sfR 

f^rar ^ maft ^rt 130 ^ ^4Wr f^RT m\ t f^RRf?r gfe ifT?t w-i ^ ^ 11 Tpfr ^ w-i urt 

f?[^ z^ cTSR % 1%71T 11 lfT?t W-1 TRS IRf tfeRTO f^RFT 1[RT Mel TRET ^ RR^ t f^RT^ Raff zftT 
Wh ^ m T^lkl TRT 11 ^|ef RM srf^rPTf ^ RTRT 4cR tM Tf j%zTT W 11 ^ Rsff 

Zf?r f?[^ tR ^ ^ RMeR ^ ^ cTSR 71811 130 rRh ^ ^ ^RETI RlftlTT 1 1 71871 ^ 71? mz t 1% 1118^ gRl 

240 Tfjj ^ ^Itnf^ 7^ ^ 7f?r Tpfr t 3171: EfM 25 (i?7i) f^TIR 3l1^ff^ 7^ Hlfepi Tf? vled'tR 

feg 71^ FtTll 11 

19. W 7175 f^rai HRl maft Tfjj Sltei 77? ^ ^ TPTlf^ M 3154 Z5i I fH Titzpei 4 ReeRT^k f 1% 1118ft 7^ 

l^tncS fkai 751 71? 75355 t 1% Pisft kq kll 7755757 71511 W ?717ft maft 751 Z5355 f [% 27.8.84 7175 BTlft 7517} fk? 
sfR 3l5el fk 751ft tR qftt leldl 57111 Rtiq—tRI ft 5118ft ft 75?l f [% Ift^l Rhtft <1 |Rj 14 0K“I 3P5ft fftq Tft ■S'ijftl ti7 
Tlftt fefTll 57? tjTi ftHfti0 31lft?l ft ftTll ft ijai75 Z57ft zft Tit-zpti ft TjIftTl fk? 57? | pisft ft ?7i ?S7i 751 qftj [%zii f 

fft fftRi zqfft? ft qft ftri7375 3iiftR IftTii I fftrai uRi ?7i fiRg TR Ttftl ft[%z5 75 pftftk TnaTf qf fftn? qz? f fftRift 
?71 ?371 Tift Tiqsftl fftft fftl Pisft TZiq ftz? alqqt TRU TT? | ylftMtla? ft Tpftj ft 7I? 75?! t fft Zl? 71^ qftj ft fft fftqf75 
27.3.84 751 WUft TTRl qip Z57qi ak Iftill I 71? ftj 75?l ft fftl qTlft ftiqft ft cjiqq fftft qft fftm ft iqWK (ft>i|l a? ift 
3Tfftft77 P?ft ^S^-2 ePlRlTl Hrft ^g75^-7 tRUTRft tr ft tiq^ fftqiq zft fqzft piffti zft Tftj? tRpziftj iR qfti ft ftfftq 
ftrs 31 lift)71 7|ft Tftt? (certificate of posting) Tiaft ft tRpziftj tr P 7^ Tft ft | tR fftqk 28.12.84 3fk 23.12.85 (nrft 
^75^-4) k fftqi75 14.5.86 (pqft 5) Tft (certificate of posting) ffiaft ft tRpziftj T17 P7^ Tft ft| tRpziftj T17 qqiqK 
ft TPftkTl ^tRiZci 3lfftft7ft 74 SIcld'lcfH ft 71? 31lfft7 t fft Ex-W 8, Ex-W 9, Ex-W 10 k Ex-W 11 Tift ftftlTp ?1Z5 ft 
ftiuft Tift Tftk ftl maft ft tRUTRft TR 5R^ Tift ft I ft TR1 3iaftai75 Tftkfq tITTTR, ftlEf^R TlflTl fft515 7ft fftfjRq qcii|ftc5|ftj|u| 
Tfft TRTftlftTl t k fftfftzq mflTsli ft TRTrift-lTl 11 71? 71# t 1% 771ft T17 TlkllftTl ift ftfftTi tri rr qftfti Tift [ftft fftzft 

TMlkTl ar, ?7lft 71t7l|ft.l71 Ttftft tqZITft XRUTRft IR R# ft 155^ ?7lft R75 71371 751 71R3fR R7i5fe^tf#7lfftpi3ft75r 
ftlTRl ftTR ftfgzft ?t7ft71l71?ftzRZ5lTllftzftfftli;i fftfjR TlRTli TR TR1 R fftRMl ift MRR71 5 Wl I fTlft 5118ft 7ft Z531R 751 
RltT8fR Iftddl t f# 71? ftzR ft 7?R1 RIgai 3R ift RTlft ftzR tftxOI ft R# fttftj | ?717ft fftTtlg fftpai ft 7531R Tift pjk qftf fttlft 
ft fft 5118ft TftWTR ftTR ftt?Z57 RRl 57R I 71?f TR ?71 5871 751 ^RRlTsl R?771TJtri t 1ft 51iaft Tift ftzR ft RlfftR ?[ft ft fftR 5T75 
TRl Iftnilftd 15.2.84 5517175 3iaftai75 IPllft, enw, 3flfttfft75 ftq, rRi^ HRI ftiTsR R7R ft fftRlft Bft RR Tift 5iiffti ft 7571 
fftl ft 3ER7 ftTR ft "3R75fftl75 RR^" ft 75R ?ll1ftel 5lftft1ft5T75?iR7Rft|R7t7iTRiztft ftlftyR) RRRRft tr ft | ?7ft rr 
7# Rilft 5118ft ft 35fR ftTR TftwTR ft fttftj aft 7II Rft fftllR UlRl ftrR TlRlfft TRI ftriftlTl 31lft?l ftlRRl Rif#! 3R fft fftTRR 
fftn aiJRfrl 31^ai1ft ft 75RTR RTlZtft ftRlft trim zft RRlft ft I ftTR ZRTft tr 5R3ft zft 71? 75?ft Z51 317RR R# ftlTR fft RTlft 
ftrR T^RBiTR Rftf ftlftf zifeTR qft trir tr 28.3.84 ft 8lllftc1 R# ftlft fkl R7R | 5Raft Tift TnfftrRi ft Z531R Rnft 71R8fR ft 
5R^ Wl ft 753IR, irfftlftaR, 5# 5R8ff 1R71 ftTR ft trtri 31lft ft 517R71 ft ftlTRR fftft RR) ft trrizr SIcIcHWh ift TffftftlTl 
71871 ift TlfftftlfftTli ft SITRftTRR ift fftftpTR ft ft fR fftwft TR | fft 5R3ft ft 77# ftzR ftt?757 RRR R7R, fftiai 7# ?71 Z531R 
Tfft pjft Rft ftft t 3ff7 Piaft 71? 71371 fftlg 757ft ft RTRRI f fft Rqft ftzR 7ZI7I: qft fttft | ?71 5175R 5R3ft 7ft ftrRRjftl 
3TRjft71 5# fftft fftiRg 11 

20. 5Raft ft fftllR SlftlTRITR ft Z1?71 7ft ft fft 5R3.'if 7ft R71R-7jft ft 5R3ft RtZR TR ft 713R ZgR 7R71 Tqfftlft ZRl 
RTIR |3R 8R ?7#15T 5Raft 7ft ftrRgfftl ft eiRl 25 (ftf) TRI RRRRR |3R 11 ?7ft 5175R 71?Z1?7lft7ftR7ftftfft 553.4 TftftzR 
ft TJ8175 ZRrft ft ZRR fftiR ft 3R1 ftlRl 7ft Iftqjftl 7ft TRZ^ 5534 zft 317I7R R# #75 RTR 3171: fftiai IfM aiRl 25 (iJR) 
3iftftf475 fftTRR 3Tlftfft7lR ft 511#ailR 751 ftl RcftRR fftzR R75 11 






^ TF5TO : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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21. IfTsfl ^ t-TRT 25 (yft) ^ vlcciy^ ^ ^ f^5T ^ ^ ^ f 1% jfjsft ^ 130 cf^ cf?^ c^ 

WK 7^1^: #5fr ^ W ?7#fll W SrjfM ^ Tlfel l^iilulH ^5T Sfl^RUlft ^ t 3l1^f1^ 

^ EfRT 25 (yft) Mll^tiH IRR cfr^ t :- 

"gfRT 25 B. ^ W 1% fMr 3Mf?R5 fM ^ ^ fm\ ^ HHiRcb f 

WTfr ^ ^ 3ff7 ^ ^ ^ cbtjcbKl ^ IMr Wf ^5T ■Sf?f, cRf MllRH ^ 

wrff sffjtfeifer 1%^ iinw, IMr srj wc^fr wr t, f^RiRRn afl^ #£f ?7 t 

f;? IMr ^fRR ^ smRf ^ I^rirrh, #1 ^ 3fl7 ^ ^ iifr ^ ^ 1%^ 

WT 3ff%fT cqf^ ^ I" 

22. IfTsfl ^ ^RfSl—TRf c^ JR^ ifRf RRT 25 (yft) ^ vlccItRf cf^j viwi'a f^RJT 11 4I'41 ^ f^gRT SlfegrTT g?t cRR) ^ 

g?R t 1% RT^f ^ ^ RRlf^ R?t Irfl^ ^ 240 cR5 ePMR ^ R^ R?t t RTRoJR RTsft ^ RIR^ 

^ RRT 25 (Rft) RR RRT 25 (RR) 3f1?jf^ 1947 RiteTR RT^ # 11 ?R RRR4 ^ RT^T ^ RRR ^ 

'j'^l'Tl (2010) 3 Supreme Court Cases 192, Harjinder Singh Appellant v/s. Punjab State Warehousing Corporation 
. Respondent RReF^ f^RT RRT 1 1 ^ RRR RR RFRRj SIRrWr Rhdl t 3flR RTsff RSI R^ RRRf if RRT 25 (yff) 

RRRjf ^ RtfRIR RIR^ RSR RR rI^-S# RTf <^fej|d RTRt |R Ref 11 fR RRR^ ^ RfR%T R#SR ^RlRlefR ^ Mr RR 

RW 16 yiRplcb I RTf f^FRRR t :— 

"16. It is true that in the writ petition filed by it, the Corporation did plead that the dispute raised by the 
appellant was not an industrial dispute because he had not worked continuously for a period of 240 days, the learned 
Single Judge rightly refused to entertain the same because no such argument was advanced before him and also because 
that plea is falsified by the averments contained in Para 2 of the reply filed on behalf of the Corporation to the 
statement of claim wherein it was admitted that the appellant was engaged as work-charge motor mate for construction 
work on 5-3-1986 and he worked in that capacity and also as work munshi from 3-10-1986 and as mentioned above, 
even after expiry of the period of three months specified in the order dated 5-2-1987, the appellant continued to work 
till 5-7-1988 when the first notice of retrenchment was issued by the Managing Director of the Corporation. Therefore, 
it was not open for the Corporation to contend that the appellant had not completed 240 days' service. Moreover, it is 
settled law that for attracting the applicability of Section 25-G of the Act, the workman is not required to prove that he 
had worked for a period of 240 days during twelve calendar months preceding the termination of his service and it is 
sufficient for him to plead and prove that while effecting retrenchment, the employer violated the rule of "last come 
first go" without any tangible reason. 

23. R1R%1 RRfe 'RIRIdd gM Mr RWR 16 ^ RRR RRR S[RR«IT ^ R? RW t 1% RRT 25 (Rft) RR RlteTR 
RtfRIR RIR^ ^ STIRlfe ^ tl 

RRT 25 (yfr) ReefRR ^ 3TT^ ^ RR^ ^ f^RT R^t cTRRT ^ R? SITRR tfT IcIRI RRT t 1% RTS-ff ^ Rpl'R) 
RRferfT RTR% RR ^ tR ^ WT: R.iRR/^ RRfe, RTTR^R RRT RR RW 3Tl?lRRfT, R^, RlItTgR RRRtRRf 
^ Rr4rR ^ RRRR RR gTRT 240 ^ 3T1^ RRt} rr^ rrrut (^i|(t)d RR ^ R^ sft rsr fR 

^ R?T ^ ?RR?RT RTsft aft ^|RR Rft ftRT ?RR^ ^ fjftR sft RRT f^RTRT 01.10.1995 ^ RtftRTRT RTW, RjtTgR RR 

RRRftjR R^TRR^TRT ^jRTRR, RlTRgR 3T#T R# 3T1RT RTI RT^ ft ReftRRftk t 1% ftt RT^ ^|RR ^ RtfRTR RT^ ft 
yiRlIftcb 28.8.84 t R 1% 1.10.95 Rft RRlfftRl 11 R? ftT ReftRsTftk t 1% RT%T ftRT RTRlfftT Rft fftRTRT 28.8.84 
Rft aft ^ ftR RRT aft RTRlftf? RTaff aft Rfft^ ^|RR ^ Rlfftw ft RRT Iftillftd fftjRR Rftt ft RR RlftT Rft clIfttRdl RjftT RRT # 
ftr I 3IR: RRR STTRTRT Rft IftRSft ^ %R ft RTRT 25 (ftfT) ^ MllfttiN ^ fftRTTg RRTR RR STT^fTR Rft) RRTRT RR RTRRR t sflR R ft) 

aft Rfft^ ^|RR Rft tTTRT 25 (Rft) RedRR RRR ft ftfftR RRRT RR RRTRT 11 

24. RTftr RRT RTRT 25 (RR) ft RTfftTTR ft RR^ ftlft RR RRR t ?R RTRT ft RRRT RTfft-TTR fftftRTR gTRT "ucftl" ft RTR Rft 

RTftRTfftft ft fftftTRRT ft RTRR cbftdllftft Rft fftflRTR ft gflRRT RR RTfft-TTR RRTR RTRtft 11 RIRTR Rf^ft RTRT 25 

RR RR RrfftRTR SlfftR fftRT RR RRT t ft) fftfRRR t 

"RTRT 25-Rr. fftl? Rl? c^ftcblft RR p PlftldH - 

RTft fft fftft) RTftRRft ft) jjRft) ft) RRft) t ftft fftftfRTRT fftft) ^Rfftlftf Rft 3TRft fftftTRRT ft RTjft ft) RRRRRR 

RTRRT t, RRT RR RR ftsft) fftR RR RTftRRRT Rt), ft) RTRR ft RTRI^RT t, ftRft flIrT RT, ftRft IftfftcT ft) RTTR, RR 3TRRTR ftRT fft 

fftftfRTR ft IftfR STRft" Rft RR^lfftd Rrft sffR ftsft) IftTR RR RR RrftRTTRT Rft RT) ^R- fftftfRTR ft fcTR RTRft Rft RWfftcT Rrft 
3RJ ^Rfftrft) RR SrftlRTR fftftRT I" 
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25. IfTf^EfET ^ ^ t 1% ^ ^ ^ t afl^ WTT f^RlRRH 1%^ 

3TT^ f^RlRET ^ WIT ^fTWT t eft ^ ^ M ^5T 3fW? UTET 1%^! 

1%^ m\ ^pf^nR ynRii'iuiH ^ t Rf spri ciil^diil ^f?r ^ ^ifPM ^ i 

26. ■SRf^TRT ^TPT^ ^ f^aft f^RlRRH 1[RT IfTsfl ^f?r M ^ IMt ^ R# ^ R^T t ^ 

^TTRlf^ ^ backlog T? ^f?r 11 Ifiaft M ^5T R# t 3fl^ maft ^f?r M ^T 

cbt^x||«ri 1[RT R# 1%^ Wtl 3RT:^?R^RT^5Tf1%inaff^^ Wf RSJJ i;i^i Tj^-s^zii ^ t 

1% aiRT 25 (iRf) ^ yi|c|t|H ^ ^wRET ^311 11 

27. S[Rsm IRf ^ SIRTR TI ^ fE TI f 1% Riaft ^TTgf^ STJ^T RR Sftai 11 

28. W cR5 IfTsft 3ftaT ^ WR ^ ^ gn-sitw RE RRT t ?R ^ RecR^fRl t maft R?r fR 

RETeT eri^aiR f^RRE 17.9.2012 ^ 11 eff^ Tg^T ^tRRT RlfT RRT ^ 

RREfRf RRR-afRT RTR ■^RRJlePJ gRT 2001 (2), 128 western Law cases (Raj.), Rajasthan High Court (Jodhpur) D.B., M/s. 

Rajasthan Co-operative Dairy Federation Ltd.Appellant v/s The Judge Industrial Tribunal & Labour Court, 

Bikaner. Respondents. ^ ^ RTft ^SRRRT WKi'l^cb 11 BigR RIR^ ^ HRIsfl aft RRift l^g (tJTRh ^iRRT gEITRT) ft 

3TtEft ftgr RRlfftl IftRiig aiRT 25 (RR) JRf aiRT 25 (4) RevRET SEE-TR tR slkllftcb [ftgTT BRRIT | SEftefT^ RE R? 
RISET SR 1% SEftefTsft gft ^ErI^ gft ^gR fcR ft^TR 1[RT fftftffftcT ftfRR RRT 8R RSR BREfft fft^ SEfteRsft 1[RT 
Rfi Rft RTft sft fRiftR SRftERaft RRuft % gft ^RT RRlfftl ft BT^ER ftyURR BRRREft Rf t, Rift RRftl Iftg gft ftRT 

RRlfft SlfttRlftRl ftt RRi R ftl RRlIftl ftRT RRlfft ft^IRR URT ftt RTft ft | aET 'Rldldil ft SEftcJlftf ft RRR SRRR ftl ftkllftcb 
fftRTR 3lfftfftRR 1947 ftt aRR 2 (jRl) ft RIRR-aiET RvR URT Iftft Rft ftftfEET ft SRETR iR RETER ER Iftdl ftf ftftfEET ER 
SREfR Rlftf aft ERftr Iftg ftt ERR ft RERR RRT aR | gETEft ft EffftE Rgft ft ftlRR aft ERftt Iftg ftt ^ ftt RRft ft ERRR 
^RRRlftERR ft EEig?E sriftp g. 28,600 RRft REET ftt I RfRulftERR ft REE REIE ft ^ gfER Slft^ftt ft RUftlE RTR 
RIIEIdE ft ERST RRltk ^RR ft SR^eftE 226 RE 227 ft 3EEftE fe RllftER JR^ ftt fftft RIRftk RTR RIIEIdE ftt 
REREftE ft fftEEE ftt I SEttERatt ft RIRfttE RERlftE ft fft^ft ft IftREE RIRftk RTR RRRTEIR ft RRgT sftkl JRp ftt fftft 
RIRftk TETJRftE ft fftRRE ftt I fft^ft ft RRR 10 RE 11 ft RElftk TE^JEftlE ft ffttR RevRE fftRI :- "lO.Apart from the fact 
that we are in agreement with the learned single Judge that while exercising the descretion under articles 226 & 227 in 
entertaining the writ petition to keep the interest of substantial justice as paramount consideration for invoking the 
exraordinary jurisdiction and discretion has appropriately not been exercised in favour of the petitioner, we do not find 
any substance on merit of the contention. 

11. So far as the Rajasthan is concerned the definition of 'workman' as provide in Section 2(s) of the Act of 
1947 was amended by the Rajasthan Act No. 34 of 1958 through its Section 3 w.e.f. 1.7.1960. The definition of 
workman u/s 2 (s) of the Act of 1947 as applicable in the state of Rajasthan since said amendment included any person 
employyed in any industry by a employer or by a contractor in relation to the execution of his contract with such 
employer. The case of the appellant is that deceased Karni Singh was employed by a contractor in relation to execution 
of his contract for maintaining security of the federation's property which contract was between the federation and the 
contretor. The definition as amended in Rajasthan is clearly to include within the ambit of employees of the 
establishment also the workman employed by the contractor in execution of the contract undertaken by the contractor 
for the employer in which category even on the contention of the management, case of Kami Singh would fall." 

REE kkEI ftkft ft Rg REE t fft RRWR ERR gpR err 2 (RR) ft ftftkR ft 3RER tR RTsft ERftf fftg Eft SlfteRsIft ftt 
ftET ft RER RRI ESR Slftel fftRRE ftt Rft I ftET RRlfft ft 3R^ ft 3ltR Rk Ruft ftt 3IERSR ft ftET ft gRR-ftRRT RTRER 
31RjREtt 31^ t RE^ ft Rlft^ ^RR ftt ^EIERT ElfkE Rgft ft ftlRR ^ gift ft EIRR ftEI ft gRRftRRI ER 31^ REIR 
ERRI ci|c|^||ftcb Rft 11 REE E8R RE Riftiftftft ft ftft RR ft ft ERft Iftg ft 3I^R 31^ ft RIR ft RjgfftE ftftjk ftt 
31EIRftt RftlE RE fftftftRE ftftt I 

29. Rift EEI ftrfRk ftt RIEI ft fftjRR ER ERR t Rift ftftn ftERRlft EftElfl ft klft 9/- RIRRI ftftftR ftt ER ft 
ft Rllft ftt 3itR 23 Rift 84 ERI 3EI7E 1984 ft R?R Rftft 130 fftl ftt ftEI ftt 11 Rift Eft Iftdlft 28.3.84 ft fftsi 

ERI ftEI ft RfkfelE gift ft ftER RRI t 3IE: Rift fftlTEI 28.3.84 ft 31^ ER gEIER 11 Sifftjift ft RE ft Rift Eft Rfft REI 
g?E Rift 40,000/- (RlelRl gRIR Rift) ftt 3IEEjft Iftift ERI ftt RRR El fE RElft ft E8R RE Rlftlftlftki ft Rg ftftRlft 
ftt RRftE RIEI gEtt ERI fEft RHkEI RE^RR ftt Rift gl Rlftft I REE RIRsRI E ft 31IE.IR tR ft fE fftwft RR 11% 

RERH ftftRR ftIftlERR, RIkgR ft RTRIR ERI Rig 3ERE ER 1984 ft Rift ft REftg ^rr ft ftEI ERlfftl 31RjfttE RE Elftei 
11 Rift RE kRTEI 28.8.84 ft Elfttjlft ftt RREfft ERft 40,000/- (RlftE gRIR ERft) fftift ft 31^ ft ER ft Rift ER 
gEIER 11 tJEIR ft 3lftRJRRT ft Rl^ ft ft RlE ft 3EER fftRgtt ERI Sllftftft ^ ^TRElfft ftt 3IEIRftt Rift ft ft Elftft 3flR 
ftn R ERft tR Rift RE tJEIR ft 3lftRJERI ftt ftkl ft 11 rItRIE EIRRR Elffth ^HE ftt EE ft TRIE ftlE EftfRlft ftt 







^ TFspq? : 37^^ 1, 2016/3Tlf^ 9, 1938 
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epRlftr IfM ^ #fn I ^TT%T 31^ 3 r4Wr 1%^ 311^ 11 M?T ^ ^ WR 

1^41 RffcTT 11 M4IC cR^|RR MlRd Rh4l RTM 11 

30. ^ RWR 3Mf?RR 1947 ^ m\ 17 (l) 3RRfe WRRTaf JlftcT ^f?r 

RTT^ I 

w RF^, TffFi#R sitafr 


^ f^crft, 27 RIcIHI, 2016 

2055.— 3l1^lni=h 37fK(Pm, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «lRr 17 ^ 315717 ^ 7173 TK 0,40,441 

^ ^ 7RERf4 ^ TTO: PH^k^hl sflT ch4=hK ^ #4, 31^4 il' 3l1^1fi|4, 4‘ 7TT41K 

3||^lni=6 3 [f 447 FT TT 4 44 §41HK ^ 4414 (7144 71. 10/2016) 41) y^hlP^M 4174t t # 71741K 41) 26.09. 

2016 41 ) 4F4 1311 411 

[71. 441-4201 l/217/2015-31lf3117 (^)] 

4t. ^lyfrw, ^741 31 P 44117 I 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2055. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. No. 10/2016) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the HMT Machine Tool Limited and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26.09.2016. 

[No. L-42011/217/2015-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 

HYDERABAD 

Present: Sri Muralidhar Pradhan, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 29'*’day of August, 2016 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE I.D. 10/2016 

Between: 

The General Secretary, 

HMT Praga Employees Union, 

Regd.No.B-193L D.No.60-010, 

C.I.E. Gandhi Nagar, 

Opp IDPL Colony, Balanagar, 

Hyderabad - 500 037 .. .Petitioner 

AND 

The General Technical Manager (PTH), 

HMT Machine Tool Limited, Praga Division, 

Hyderabad - 500 37 .. .Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner : Sri Y. Ranjeeth Reddy, Advocate 

For the Respondent : M/s. K. Udaya Sri & P. Sudheer Rao, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order No. L-42011/217/2015-IR(DU) dated 4.1.2016 
referred the following dispute under section 10(l)(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 for adjudication to this Tribunal between the 
management of HMT Machine Tools Limited and their workmen. The reference is. 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of HMT Machine Tools Limited Praga Division, Hyderabad by 
reducing the Transport Allowance from Rs.905/- per month to Rs.800/- per month to the Praga Tools employees 
is legal and justified? If not to what relief the Praga Tools employees are entitled to?” 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I.D. No. 10/2016 and notices were issued to the parties concerned. 

2. The case is posted to 7.9.2016 for filing of Claim Statement by the Petitioner union. 

3. On 26.8.2016, the case record was advanced on the submission of the counsels for both the sides. The 
Respondent through his counsel filed a memo stating to pass appropriate Award, in view of the memo filed on behalf 
of the Respondent. 

4. Perused the memo wherein it has been stated that the Petitioner union has raised the dispute challenging the 
action on the part of the Respondent by reducing the Conveyance/Transport Allowance from Rs. 905/-(Rupees Nine 
Hundred and Five only) to Rs.800/- (Rupees Eight Hundred only) per month per employee. During pendency of the 
above proceeding, on 31.7.2016 the Respondent has issued a letter to the General Secretary, Praga Tools Engineering 
Workers Union (Regd.No. B-6) HMT Machine Tools Limited, Praga Division, Hyderabad (the present recognized 
union) stating that the competent authority has accorded approval for payment of Rs. 905/-(Rupees Nine Hundred and 
Five only) per month to all the employees towards Conveyance/Transport Allowance in place of Rs.800/- (Rupees 
Eight Hundred only) per month, as a special case subject to withdrawal of the pending dispute in ID No. 10/2016 before 
this court. It is stated that in view of the above memo appropriate order be passed recording that the cause of dispute 
do not survive at present. Copy of the above memo has already been served to the counsel for the Respondent union 
who received the same without objection. 

5. Perused the memo along with the claim statement. Heard both the sides. The case was posted to 29.8.2016 for 
further orders. 


6. The matter was heard in presence of the General Secretary of the Petitioner’s Union and his advocate, so also 
the representative of the Respondent Sri Neeli Anand, the Dy. Manager HR & S, along with his advocate. The contents 
of the memo filed by the Respondent dated 26.8.2016 was read over and explained to both the parties, to which they 
admitted the same to be correct. The Petitioner union filed a memo praying to pass an award considering the memo 
filed by the Respondent. 

7. Both the memos are accepted. In view of the memos filed by both the sides, no dispute is pending between the 
parties and as such a no dispute Award is passed. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 29'*' day 
of August, 2016. 

MURALIDHAR PRADHAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses examined for the Petitioner 


Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent 


NIL 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 27 RlcIHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2056.— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 

717^ sMte SlfKRTTJI TTcf ^ ^ 4^ (TT^^ ^ Tl. 7M3Tlf3t/P:?17ft/31T7/22/2001) ^ 

t, # 7P3TT7 ^ 26.09.2016 ^ W71 ^31T SITI 


[7T. 17^-40012/405/2000-SUf3117 (^)] 

■qt. iTqi SlfsRlTTj 





^ TFspq? : 1, 2016/3tf^ 9, 1938 


4521 


New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2056. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/22/2001) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26.09.2016. 


[No. L-40012/405/2000-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/22/2001 

Shri Madanlal S/o Kanhaiyalal, 

PO Gavri, Janjali Chouraha, 

Govindpura, 

Tehsil Raghogarh, 

Guna ... W orkman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Deptt. of Telecommunication, 

Hoshangabad Road, 

MP Circle, 

Bhopal 

Telecom District Engineer, 

Guna (MP) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 3U‘ day of August, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 27-12-00 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 
40012/405/2000/IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom District Engineer, Guna in terminating Shri Madanlal S/o 
Kanhaiyalal in the year 1999 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party submitted statement of claim at Page 2/1 to 
2/7. Case of 1st party is that he was initially appointed as labour by 2"‘' party on 23-10-90. He continuously worked as 
daily wage labour till 31-3-99. His services were terminated without notice. Pay in lieu of notice was also paid to him. 
He was not paid retrenchment compensation. He worked more than 10 years 5 months. He completed more than 240 
days working during each of the calendar year. The seniority list as per Rule 77 was not displayed on notice board by 
2"‘' party. Principle of last come first go was not followed by 2”‘' party. Termination of his service is illegal. 

3. 1st party further submits that since his initial appointment, he completed long service tilllO-9-93 as per circular 
dated 1-11-95 issued by Post and Telegraph Department as per Supreme Court Judgment reported in AIR-1987-SC- 
2342. He was not absorbed in service, he had requested 2”‘* party No.2 for regular service, on 23-2-92, he was 
recommended for regularization in service. 2”‘* party has not regularized him. Termination of his service by 2"'* party is 
in violation of Section 25-F, G, H of ID Act. On such ground, he prays for reinstatement with backwages. 

4. 2”‘' party filed Written Statement at Page 5/1 to 5/4 opposing claim of 1st party workman. 2“‘' party submits that 
1st party workman was not appointed by 2"‘* party. Appointing Authority is SDO Telephones. That management of 2"‘' 
party has banned appointment of casual labours since 1985. Workman was not appointed on daily wages or muster roll. 
Workman has not completed 240 days continuous service for petty works, labours on daily wages used to be engaged. 
They were paid wages as the rate fixed by District Magistrate, Guna. Workman did not work more than 240 days. 
Violation of Section 25-F,G, H is denied. Compliance of policy of last come first go was not involved for consideration 
1st party workman was not sponsored through Employment Exchange. On all such contentions, 2”‘* party prays that 
reference be answered in its favour. 
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5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. My 
findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Telecom District Engineer, Guna in terminating 
Shri Madanlal S/o Kanhaiyalal in the year 1999 is 
justified? 

Ist party workman failed to prove his termination is 
illegal 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of workman. In his statement of claim, 
workman has alleged violation of Section 25-F,G,H of ID Act, Rule 77 ID Rules 1957 . Though workman filed 
affidavit of his evidence, he failed to appear for his cross-examination. Workman died during pendency of proceeding, 
his LR Shri Govindram is brought on record. He filed affidavit of evidence but he also remained absent for cross 
examination. His evidence cannot be considered. 

7. Management filed affidavit of Shri Gajendra Singh Senger denying workman was engaged by the department or 
workman completed 240 days continuous service. In his cross-examination, management’s witness says presently he 
is working in BSNL Guna as AGM. Presently he was not acquainted with 1st party. He was not posted at Guna during 
1990. As workman has failed to adduce evidence, workman and his LR remained absent for cross-examination, their 
evidence cannot be considered. 

8. Written notes of argument submitted by ist party along with citations in case between Ashok Kumar Sharma 
versus Oberoi Flight Services reported in 2010(1)SCC-142 and copies of Award in R/25/01, 26/01 & 42/01 cannot be 
beneficially applied to present case at hand as there is absolutely no evidence to support claim of Ist party. 

9. Learned counsel for 2"“* party Shri R.S.Khare also submitted bunch of citations. As workman has not adduced 
evidence in support of his claim, ratio held in 2013(2)Supreme Court Cases (L&S) 369, 2016(1) Supreme Court Cases 
(L&S)-186, 2006(4)SCC-1 needs no discussion. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l that workman 
has failed to prove that termination of his service is illegal. 

10. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) Workman has failed to prove that termination of his service is illegal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2057.—StMwt, 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ *1171 17 ^ 7P3TK 

3fnT ^ ^ 47 4 4^1Rl=h 444 

717^ 44ini=h 44^T7W t4 ^ 4 (744 471 71. 7M3 i 44/P:^/3117/176/2001) 4( Wf4l 

^174 t, 4 444 71131T7 4( 26.09.2016 4( W71 ^311 STI 


[77. 11^-40012/260/2001-3143117 (^ttj^)] 

4. 4. 434w, 47^ 3ifKRi4 


New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2057. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/176/2001) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26.09.2016. 


[No. L-40012/260/2001-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/I76/2001 

Shri Ramprasad Dhakad, 

S/o Shri Daulatsingh Dhakar, 

R/o Mahavirpura, 

Guna ... W orkman 


Versus 

Telecom District Engineer(Phones), 

Guna, Distt. Guna, 

MP. ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 30* day of August 2016 

1. As per letter dated 20-11-01 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 
40012/260/2001-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of TDE(Phones), Distt. Guna in terminating the services of Shri 
Ramprasad Dhakad S/o Shri Daulatsingh Dhakad w.e.f. February 1997 is justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 2/1 to 2/3. Case of 1st party workman is that he was initially appointed by Guna in June 1991 as labour on daily 
wages. He was continuously working till February 1997 without any break. His services were terminated without 
notice. Salary in lieu of notice was not paid to him, he was also not paid retrenchment compensation, termination of his 
service is in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. 2”'* party did not obtain permission before termination of his services 
thereby violated Section 25 N of ID Act. It is further contended that 2"'* party had not published seniority list as per 
Rule 77 Central ID Rules 1957. On such ground, 1st party is praying for reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2”‘* party filed Written Statement at Page 5/ to 5/2 opposing claim of workman.2”‘* party contends that 1st party 
was not appointed nor terminated by District Engineer, Guna. He was not appointed in June 1991 as labour on daily 
wages by 2”‘* party. 2”‘* party submits factual position that it is not employing labours, drivers etc from 1986 as per 
policy of the department. No appointment made during the year 1991 to 1997 as per the official record. For petty 
works, for time being if required non-skilled workers were assigned work for limited period. 1st party must have been 
engaged for such work. After completion of work, labour was not engaged. 1st party had not completed 240 days 
service during the year. It is reiterated that as 1st party was not appointed, there is no question of his termination or 
retrenchment by 2”‘* party. There is also no question of displaying seniority list as per Rule 77 ID Rules 1957. It is 
submitted that Isty party is not entitled to any reliefs. 

4. Workman died during pendency. His LRs Daulat Ram is brought on record. 

5. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) “Whether the action of the management of 
TDE(Phones), Distt. Guna in terminating the 
services of Shri Ramprasad Dhakad S/o Shri 
Daulatsingh Dhakad w.e.f. February 1997 is 
justified? 

Illegal termination of Shri Ram Prasad is not 
established. 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Deceased workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

6. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of deceased workman in contravention of Section 25-F 
of ID Act. Workman died during pendency of reference proceeding. Shri Daulat ram Father of deceased workman filed 
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affidavit of his evidence supporting his contentions in statement of claim. That deceased Ramprasad was his son. In 
terms of reference, name of deceased workman is written Ram Prasad. Said defect was not pointed out earlier but only 
at the time of argument. Daulatram in his affidavit further says that his son completed more than 240 days continuous 
service, service of deceased son was terminated in February 2000 without notice. The term of reference pertains to 
termination of Shri RamPrasad in February 1997. That deceased workman was not having any source of coming. He 
was dependent on mercy of relatives and friends. In his cross-examination, he says that Ram Prasad is his son, he died 
about 4 years back. He was working in telephone exchange, Guna. He further says he doesnot know under which 
officer, he was working., his son was working since 1971 after intervention by Advocate Salunke, he corrected year as 
1991. He claims ignorance whether appointment letter was issued by the department. His son was working as labour 
since work of laying cable was continued. He was paid at end of month. Evidence on affidavit of Daulatram is not 
consistent with terms of reference. His evidence is not cogent about in which department, deceased workman was 
working, appointment letter was not given to him. 

7. Management’s witness Shri Gajendra Singh Senger filed affidavit denying engagement of deceased workman 
Ram Prakash in telephone exchange neither he completed 240 days continuous service during any calendar year. 
Appointment letter was not given to him. In his cross-examination, management’s witness says that during year 1991 
to 1997, he was posted at GTO at Gwalior. Distance between Gwalior and Guna is 215 Kms. Personally he is not 
acquainted with workman. Any daily wagers are not engaged at present. Daily wagers were not engaged in department 
during 1991 to 1997. For work of laying cables, the ditches were made by regular employee of the department. 
Management’s witness further added that such work was carried through contractor’s labour as petty work. Officers 
used to give advance for such work. Attendance register of daily wage employee was maintained till 1985. Muster of 
daily wager employee was stopped in 1985. He had not seen muster roll. He is not acquainted with Kashiram working 
in Guna office. He was not posted at Guna office during 1991 to 1997. Evidence of witness of 1st party is not 
corroborated by any documents, no co-employee is examined as witness. 

8. Learned counsel, for 1st party Shri Salunke submitted written notes of argument narrating the facts raising the 
dispute. Copies of award in R/25/01, R/26/0 are also submitted for consideration. I have carefully gone through both 
the copies of awards. The evidence of workman was corroborated by evidence and other witness and documents. In 
present case, workman died during pendency of reference. The affidavit of evidence is filed by his father is absolutely 
not corroborated by any kind of evidence. 1st party failed to establish that deceased workman was illegally terminated. 
For reasons discussed above, I record my finding in Point No.l in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) 1st party failed to prove that deceased workman was illegally terminated. 

(2) 1st party is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M 27 RidHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2058 .— 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ tUTT 17 ^ TP3TK 

7P3TK sMte SlfERTpJI T 13 9R ^ ^ Tl. 7M3nf^/tr?Rft/31R/94/2000) ^ 

t, # ^ 26.09.2016 ^ W71 f31T qn 


[71. P:^-40012/54/2000-31lf31R (^)] 

■qt. irqi 3lfKRlR[ 


New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2058. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/94/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26.09.2016. 


[No. L-40012/54/2000-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/94/2000 


Shri Rajusingh Kushwah, 

Vill & PO Jagar Check, Police Station, 

Sathora, Tehsil Ashok Nagar, 

Guna ... W orkman 


Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Deptt. Of Telecommunication, 

Hoshangabad Road, MP Circle, 

Bhopal 

DET, Deptt. Of Telecom, 

Near Gayathri Mandir, Hanuman Mandir, 

Chouraha, Guna ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 30* day of August, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 30-5-00 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-40012/54/2000-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Chief General Manager, Telecom in terminating the services of Shri 
Rajusingh Kushwah S/o Shri Phool Singh Kushwah w.e.f. December 1998 is justified? If not to what relief the 
workman is entitled for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 3/1 to 3/6. Case of 1st party workman is that he was initially appointed in 1989 as Telephone Mechanic on daily 
wages. He was continuously working till December 1998 without any break. His services were terminated without 
notice. Salary in lieu of notice was not paid to him, he was also not paid retrenchment compensation, termination of his 
service is in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. Seniority list was not displayed on notice board before termination of 
his services. Principles of last come first go was not followed. That employees engaged subsequent to 1st party were 
retained in service, that 2”‘' party not considered case of workman under the scheme bestowing temporary status on 
casual labours who have completed long service and who have been initially appointed before 10-9-93. Circular dated 
1-11-95 issued by department as per the decision of Supreme Court reported in AIR-1987-SC-2342. Government 
should not engage casual employees for long period. 2”‘* party did not obtain permission before termination of his 
services thereby violated Section 25 N of ID Act. That by amendment, workman claimed after termination of his 
service, he is unemployed. He has borrowed money from his friends and relatives for his survival. On such ground, 1st 
party is praying for reinstatement with backwages. 

3. 2”‘* party filed Written Statement at Page 6/1 to 6/3 opposing claim of workman. 2”'* party contends that 1st party 
was not appointed nor terminated by District Engineer, Guna. He was not appointed in any post in any department in 
1989 by 2”'' party. 2"‘* party submits factual position that it is not employing labours, drivers etc from 1986 as per policy 
of the department. No appointment made during the year 1985 to 1997 as per the official record. DE, Telephone was 
the Appointing Authority in 1989. Said post was not created at Guna, no vacancy was published on the workman in 
1989. For petty works, department engaged 2 labours after completion of satisfied petty work., their engagement 
automatically ended. For new work again local office engaged about as per requirement in different stations. The 
officers made payment to such labours. The rates was fixed by District Magistrate Puna time to time. After completion 
of work, such labours were not continued. Muster roll was totally stopped since 1985. Any of the labours did not work 
more than 240 days since 1985. Workman was not appointed by department. There was no question of payment of 
compensation or issuing notice. There was no question of following principles of last come first go policy. Judgment in 
AIR-1987-SC-2342 is not applicable in the matter. 2”‘* party prays reference be answered in its favour. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 
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(i) Whether the action of the management of Chief 
General Manager, Telecom in terminating the 
services of Shri Rajusingh Kushwah S/o Shri Phool 
Singh Kushwah w.e.f. December 1998 is justified? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 


REASONS 

5. The term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of 1st party workman. 1st party workman 
filed affidavit of his evidence contending that he was working on daily wages. In 1989, he worked for 9 years. He 
completed 240 days continuous service. As per circular dated 10-9-93, daily wage employees working for 240 days till 
10-9-93 was granted temporary status. His services were terminated in December 98 without notice. He was not paid 
retrenchment compensation. In his cross-examination, workman says he passed 5* standard. Appointment letter was 
not given to him, he was not interviewed, his name was not sponsored through Employment Exchange. He was 
presently working as labour. 

6. Management’s witness Shri Gajendra Singh Senger filed affidavit denying engagement of workman in 
telephone exchange neither he completed 240 days continuous service during any calendar year. Appointment letter 
was not given to him. In his cross-examination, management’s witness says that during 1989 to 1999, he was posted at 
JTO, Gwalior. Distance between Gwalior to Guna is about 215 kms. He doesnot know Phone Mechanic Mr. Aditya 
Narayan Chourasia. He says that the work of telephone repair was carried by Telephone Mechanic, work of telephone 
cable fault and digging ditches was carried through petty workers. They were paid wages in the evening. Petty workers 
were engaged as per exigency. Petty workers were not engaged for months, they were engaged for 2-3 days. Account 
of payments was maintained in the office. Accounts are retained for 10 years. 

7. Though affidavit of Rajendra Prasad is filed, it was not pressed. Management’s witness Mahendra Singh 
Gohariya in affidavit of evidence denied engagement of workman more than 240 days, appointment letter was not 
issued to him. Said witness also not appeared for cross-examination. Evidence of workman is not corroborated by any 
documents. 

8. Learned counsel, for 1st party Shri Salunke submitted written notes of argument narrating the facts raising the 
dispute. Copies of award in R/25/01, R/26/0 are also submitted for consideration. I have carefully gone through both 
the copies of awards. The evidence of workman was corroborated by evidence and other witness and documents. 1st 
party failed to establish that he was illegally terminated. For reasons discussed above, I record my finding in Point No.l 
in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management terminating workman is proper and legal. 

(2) 1st party is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

M 27 RidHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2059.— sMPri 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «1K1 17 ^ 

717^ 4 WSflZ (7R4 471 71. TMsuf^/tT^/SllT/l 11/2001) 4) 

^1741,4 444 7113117 4i 26 . 09.2016 4i wti fsn sm 

[4. P31-40012/71/2001-31431I7 

4. 4. 4731 3if33iT4 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2059. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/111/2001) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Department of Telecommunication and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26.09.2016. 

[No. L-40012/71/2001-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/III/2001 

Shri Abdul Maheed, S/o Shri Abdul Wahid, 

Dalla Patha, Opp Nizamuddin Madarse, 

Guna Cantt. MP .. .Workman 

Versus 

Chief General Manager, 

Deptt. Of Telecommunication, 

Hoshangabad Road, MP Circle, 

Bhopal (MP) ...Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 17* day of August, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 31-5-2001 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section-10 of I.D. Act, 1947 as per Notification No. 
L-40012/71/2001-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“ Whether the action of the management of District Engineer, Admn. Guna in terminating the services of Shri 
Abdul Maheed S/o Shri Abdul Wahid w.e.f. 5-8-2000 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
for?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party submitted statement of claim at Page 2/1 
to 2/3. Case of workman is that he was orally engaged on 1-7-78 as LMV Driver on daily wages on sanctioned post. 
He was paid Rs.l500 per month. During 1-7-98 to 19-2-99, he was driving Jeep No. MP-08-7439 during period 1-7-98 
to 19-1-99, Jeep No. MP-08-E-5511 from 20-1-99 to 18-3-99 and Jeep No. MP-08-E-0838 during period 19-3-99 to 
4-8-00. That he was working for 15-18 hours. He was paid less than subsistence wages. He could not refuse as he was 
working on daily wages. On 4-8-00, he was discharged from duty. His services were orally terminated. Without 
according any opportunity to him, he was not offered re-employment. On Rajiv Kushwah was appointed on March 99 
as LMV Driver on daily wages. He was driving Jeep No. MP08-E-5378. He is continued in service after termination of 
his services. 2”'' party failed to prepare seniority list and paste its copy on notice board. 1st party further submits that 
termination of his service without notice amount to retrenchment. He was not paid one month salary in lieu of notice on 
such ground, 1st party submits that termination of his service is in violation of Section 25-F,G of ID Act. 2”‘* party not 
given opportunity to re-employment to him is in violation of Section 25-Fof ID Act. 1st party prays for reinstatement 
with backwages. 

3. 2”‘* party filed Written Statement opposing claim of workman. 2"‘* party denied workman was engaged as 
Driver. It is also denied that workman was paid wages Rs.l500 per month. 1st party workman was not engaged as 
casual driver. The question of driving the vehicles shown in the statement of claim doesnot arise. There was no 
question of termination of workman on 4-8-00. The contentions of 1st party about oral appointment are denied. As 
workman was never engaged, there is no question of giving one month’s notice or retrenchment compensation. 2"‘' 
party prays for rejection of claim. 

4. Considering pleadings on record, the points which arise for my consideration and determination are as under. 
My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the action of the management of 
District Engineer, Admn. Guna in terminating the 
services of Shri Abdul Maheed S/o Shri Abdul 
Wahid w.e.f. 5-8-2000 is justified? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final order. 


REASONS 

5. Point No.l the term of reference pertains to legality of termination of services of workman. 1st party Abdul filed 
affidavit of his evidence. He has stated that he was engaged as daily wage Driver on 1-7-78. He was holding licence for 
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my motor vehicle. He was working as Driver till 4-8-00. He was paid Rs.1500 at end of the month. He completed more 
than 240 days service in each of the calendar year. His services were terminated on 4-8-00. One Sanjay Kushwah 
engaged after termination of his service is retained in service, he was not given seniority. Seniority list was not 
displayed on notice board before termination of his service, he is unemployed. His family is facing hardship. From 
evidence of workman, documents Exhibit W-1 to 4 are admitted in evidence. 1st party in his cross says original of 
Exhibit W-2 to W-4 are in the office. When he was returning with the articles, he had secured zerox copies of those 
documents. He had not taken permission for any officer, post was advertised. Appointment letter was not issued to him. 
He claims ignorance about process followed for recruitment. He denies that he had never worked in the department. 

6. 1st party also examined witness Rahis Khan. In his affidavit, Rahis Khan has stated that 1st party Abdul was 
engaged on daily wages on 1-7-98 as Driver. He was driving different vehicles MP 08-7439, MP 08-E-5511, MP-08- 
F-0838 . His services were terminated on 4-9-00.1st party had worked more than 240 days during each of the calendar 
year. In his cross, Rahis Khan admits that 1st party had given evidence in reference of dispute raised by him. He denies 
that therefore he has given false evidence to support claim of workman. He denies that 1st party never worked with the 
management. 

7. 2”‘* party filed affidavit of evidence of Gajendra Singh supporting contentions of management in Written 
Statement. That 1st party was never engaged by the management. 1st party had not completed 240 days continuous 
service in any calendar years. For casual nature of work, there is no provision of payment of retrenchment 
compensation. In his cross, management’s witness says he was posted in Gwalior office during 1998 to 2000. The 
distance between Guna to Gwalior is 25 Kms. The department was having Vehicles No. vehicles MP 08-7439, MP 08- 
E-5511, MP-08-F-0838. The management’s witness was unable to tell who was driving those vehicle during 1998 to 
2000 he denied copies of log book produced by 1st party. Shri Rajiv Kushwah, Sanjay Kushwah was not working as 
Driver in Guna office. 

8. Both parties have adduced evidence. Evidence of 1st party is corroborated by documents Exhibit W-1 
application, W-4 copies of log book. The vehicle number is not mentioned in log book, however names of the officers 
using the vehicles are mentioned. Management’s witness has not rebutted entries in log book. When all the three 
vehicles are owned by management of 2"‘' party, management’s witness was unable to tell who was driving those 
vehicles. The evidence of 1st party that he was driving those vehicles cannot be discarded. Document Exhibit W-2 is 
letter for supply of Modi Zerox Fax Machine Model No. 7241. Said letter finds clear reference that zerox machine be 
handed over to Mohit Khan. Exhibit W-3 is invoice of fax machine. Evidence of management is not corroborated by 
any documents. The evidence of 1st party corroborated by Rahis Khan and document Exhibit W-4 deserves to be relied. 
As per document W-4, it is established that workman worked more than 240 days preceding termination of his service. 
1st party workman was not served termination notice, retrenchment compensation was not paid to him. Termination of 
his service is in violation of Section 25-F of ID Act. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l in Negative. 

9. Point No.2 In view of my finding in Point No.l termination of service of workman is in violation of Section 
25-F of ID Act, question remains for decision is whether workman is entitled for reinstatement with backwages. 

10. Learned counsel for 1st party Shri N.K.Salunke relies on ratio held in case of 

Deepali Gundu Surwase versus Kranti Junior Adhyapak Mahavidyalaya and others reported in 2013(10)SCC- 
324. Their Lordship dealing with question of reinstatement with backwages etc. on holding termination illegal 
held conduct of employer and suffering of employee, reinstatement entitles such employee to claim full 
backwages. Denial of backwages would amount to gross violation of rules of natural justice. 

The facts of above cited case are not comparable. In present case, termination of workman is found illegal for 
violation of Section 25-F of ID Act whereas in above cited case, employee was terminated for certain charges. Tribunal 
had found action of management fully arbitrary and violative of natural justice. 

The question of back wages cannot be considered in isolation from the question of reinstatement. Therefore 
ratio held in the case cannot be applied to case at hand. 

11. Next reliance is placed on ratio held in 

Case between Ashok Kumar Sharma versus Oberoi Flight Services reported in 2010(1)SCC-142. Their 
lordship considering findings respondent having not conducted any enquiry, dismissal of workman without 
issuing chargesheet or showcause notice held unsustainable. Instead of reinstatement, compensation Rs.60,000 
was allowed. The compensation was enhanced to Rs. 2 Lakhs. 

1st party workman in his cross-examination says appointment letter was issued to him, he was engaged on daily 
wages. Considering the mode of employment on daily wages, reinstatement of 1st party would not be appropriate. As 
per evidence of 1st party, he worked from 1-7-98 till 4-8-00 for about 2 years in my considered view, compensation 
Rs.75000/- would be appropriate. Accordingly I record my finding in point No. 2. 
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12. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of management terminating 1st party workman w.e.f. 5/8/2000 is not proper and legal. 

(2) 2"^' party is directed to pay compensation Rs.75,000 to the workman. 

Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 30 days from the date of notification of award. In 
case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum from the date of award till its realization. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 RldHl, 2016 

^.31T. 2060.—3li^lRl=b 1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ tlRT 17 ^ 

^ ^ fPTfSRTf sftT ^ 71W1 
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# TTTTO ^ 26.09.2016 ^ W71 f31T STI 

[71. P:^-14012/10/2003-31lf31I7 (^)] 

■qt. ■^. iTqi 3riW7( 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2060. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/114/2003) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Vehicle Factory, Jabalpur and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26.09.2016. 

[No. L-14012/10/2003-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/I14/03 

Shri G.K.Tiwari, 

S/o Shri C.P.Tiwari, 

C/o B.S.Philora, 50, 

Shaktinagar, Jabalpur ... Workman 

Versus 

General Manager, 

Vehicle Factory, 

J abalpur ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 26* day of August 2016 

1. As per letter dated 20-6-03 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 
14012/10/2003-IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of General Manager, Vehicle Factory, Jabalpur in awarding the 
punishment of compulsory retirement w.e.f. 17-2-2001 to Shri G.K.Tiwari S/o Shri C.P.Tiwari Ex Mechanist 
“C” is justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman submitted statement of claim at 
Page 2/1 to 2/4. Case of 1st party workman is that he was employed on permanent post of machinist Grade C since 6-2- 
76. Considering his efficient service, he was considered for post of machinist skilled in 1984. That due to sickness of 
his wife, he had submitted application for 10 days leave. Thereafter he herself fell sick from 11-11-95. After he was 
declared fit for work, he reported on duty on 7-12-75. The officers did not believe him, he was threatened and sent for 
medical examination. Due to mental torture, he again fell sick, he consulted Doctor and he was advised for complete 
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rest for the period 8-12-95 to 28-6-97. Medical Certificates were sent to the management. After recovery from illness, 
he submitted fitness certificate and reported for duty on 30-6-95. He was allowed to work. 

3. That he received memorandum of chargesheet under Rule 14. CCS alleging gross misconduct of remaining 
absent from 1-11-95 to 28-6-97. He submitted reply to chargesheet denying the misconduct. He submitted the copies of 
medical certificates to the management. Enquiry Officer was appointed by management for conducting enquiry against 
him. Enquiry was conducted violating principles of natural justice, not following the settled law while conducting 
enquiry. Report of Enquiry Officer was received by him at his residence. Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer has 
come to his home. He was on bed at that time. Workman submits that the findings of Enquiry Officer are perverse. 
Without giving the details, punishment of compulsory retirement was imposed against him. Workman submits after the 
punishment was imposed against him, he is unemployed and leaving in starvation. The punishment is harsh and 
excessive. He prays for setting aside order of his compulsory retirement. 

4. 2”‘* party filed Written Statement at Page 8/1 to 8/5 opposing claim of workman. 2"'* party submits that workman 
while working as machinist skilled remained absent from duty during the period 1-11-95 to 28-6-97. He had not taken 
prior sanctioned leave intimated about the reasons for his absence. Workman did not intimate as to whether he was 
sick or forward any medical certificate certifying that he was unfit for duty on 8-12-95 along with fitness certificate for 
the period 13-7-95 to 2-12-95. He was referred for 2”‘* medical opinion by management to factory hospital without 
taking him on duty as per the prevailing system. Thereafter workman did not report for duty and without intimation 
remained absent. After lapse of 20 months, workman reported for duty on 30-6-97 along with certificate of fitness 
from 30-6-97. Workman was again referred to Factory Hospital on 30-6-97 for medical opinion. After his medical 
examination, he was declared fit and fit to join duty by Medical Officer of Factory Hospital. Accordingly workman was 
allowed to join duty. 

5. Chargesheet was issued to workman on 6-6-97 under Rule 14 of CCS CCA Rule 1965. Chargesheet pertaining 
to misconduct remaining absent from duty unauthorisely. Workman denied charges, he requested for enquiry. Enquiry 
Officer was appointed, Presenting Officer was also appointed. Enquiry was conducted allowing reasonable opportunity 
to management and workman for presenting their case. After Enquiry Officer submitted report to Disciplinary 
Authority, the charges were established from evidence. Disciplinary Authority found that enquiry conducted against 
workman according to the procedure following principles of natural justice, the punishment of compulsory retirement 
was imposed. On 17-2-01, 1st party workman challenged said order in appeal. The appeal was rejected on 1-4-02. 2"‘' 
party reiterates workman was given fair opportunity for his defence. The findings of Enquiry Officer are based on 
evidence in enquiry. Copy of Enquiry Report was supplied to workman by Disciplinary Authority before imposing the 
punishment. Punishment imposed against workman is commensurate to the gravity of misconduct. It is reiterated that 
enquiry was conducted following principles of natural justice. 

6. As per order dated 17-9-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. 

7. Considering pleadings on record and findings on enquiry, the points which arise for my consideration and 
determination are as under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the misconduct alleged against 
workman is proved from evidence in Enquiry 
proceedings? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the punishment of compulsory 
retirement imposed against workman is proper and 
legal? 

In Negative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

As per final orders. 


REASONS 

8. Point No.l - Vide order dated 17-9-14, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. Whether charges 
alleged against workman are proved needs to be decided form evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. Statement of 
Management’s witness Shri Shagnu Lai at Page 9/32 to 9/34 of enquiry record shows that said witness was working as 
UDC. He was doing work of attendance booking. He has produced attendance booking of Shri G.K.Tiwari 1st party 
workman from 1-11-95 to 9-11-95. He was shown absent. Since 10-11-95 to 30-6-97, he was marked “D”. in his 
further cross examination at Page 9/37, he has explained when intimation about absence was not received, the remark 
was shown by letter “B”. intimation received on the date the remark was made by letter “A” and thereafter the absence 
was marked by letter “D”. the evidence of PWI Shagnu lal shows workman was absent from 1-11-95 to 20-6-97. One 
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postcard was received from workman regarding his absence on 0-11-95 as his wife was suffering from illness. The 
period of absence was not shown in post card. The evidence of Shagnu lal management’s witness about absence of 1st 
party workman during the period 1-11-95 to 30-6-97 is not shattered. From his evidence, it is clear that workman had 
sent letter explaining his absence on account of illness of his wife. He had not received any information from time 
office. Management’s witness Viswas corroborated evidence of witness No.l Shagnulal that workman was absent from 
duty during the period 1-11-95 to 28-6-97. During said period, wife of workman was suffering from illness. His 
evidence about absence of workman from duty during above said period is not shattered. In his explanation. Exhibit M- 
6 workman has claimed that he had submitted unfit certificate dated 8-12-95 to 7-3-96. In Exhibit M-7, 1st party 
workman has claimed that if harsh action was taken against him, his family would be sufferer. He prayed for showing 
mercy. During course of argument, medical certificates Exhibit M-9 to M-13 were brought to my notice in Exhibit M- 
9, medical certificate issued by Dr. Awasthy, workman was shown suffering from Neuvocurculatory Asthama with 
Hiper tension. He was advised absence from duty for 4 months from 8-12-95. As per Exhibit M-10, workman was 
reported suffering from Neuvocurculatory Asthama. He was advised treatment and rest for further 3 months from 8-3- 
96. In Exhibit M-11, workman was reported suffering from Hyper Tension with Neuvocurculatory Asthama. He was 
advised treatment and rest for six months from 9-6-96. Vide Exhibit M-12, workman was reported suffering from 
Hyper Tension with complicated UTI with Neuvocurculatory Asthama. He was advised absence from duty for six 
months from 9-12-96. Exhibit M-13 workman was found fit for duty but advised light work for three months. All those 
documents are produced by management shows documents were sent under UPC. However the evidence on record 
shows workman had submitted Medical Certificate for the entire period Ex. M-9 to Ex.M-13. He had not submitted 
leave application management has proved 1st party workman remained absent during the period 1-11-95 to 20-6-97. 2”'* 
party has alleged charge that workman not submitted medical unfit certificate within 7 days however cannot be 
accepted in view of documents Ex.M-9 to Ex.M-13 were proved. For above reasons, I record my finding that charge 
only w.r.t. workman remaining absent from 1-11-95 to 28-6-97 is prodeced. Accordingly I record my finding in Point 
No.l. 

9. Point No.2 - Workman remained absent from duty during 1-11-95 to 20-6-97. The articles of charge issued to 
workman also refers to his previous misconduct that Shri G.K.Tiwari was warned two times on 28-12-84, 1-1-91. For 
similar misconduct, he was imposed penalty of with holding of one increment when next due for one year with 
cumulative effect on 10-12-81, 7-1-85, 11-1-90, 16-1-90 for his unauthorized absence from duty and reduction in pay 
by one stage with cumulative effect. No documents are produced by management in that regard. Workman had denied 
charges against him. As per Exhibit M-2 after workman submitted medical certificate, he was reffered for verification 
to the Chief Medical Officer. As per Exhibit M-3, 1st party workman had not attended duties after 8-12-95. No 
evidence has come on record what was result of verification whether workman had appeared or not before Chief 
Medical Officer. As per my finding on Point No.l only absence of workman from duty for the period 1-11-95 to 28-6- 
97 is established as workman failed to submit leave application for above period. I have discussed about the documents 
about past record of workman are not produced, punishment of compulsory retirement against workman has been 
imposed without considering the medical certificates submitted by him Ex.M-9 to Ex.M-13. Only for failure of 
workman to submit application for leave when he had already submitted medical certificates Ex.M-9 to Ex.M-13 
punishment of compulsory retirement would not be justified. The evidence of management’s witness is silent as to 
what action was taken after medical certificates Ex.M-9 to Ex.M-13 were received by the management. Chargesheet 
was issued to the workman for absence from duty. The evidence of 1st party shows he was in employment of 2”‘* party 
since 1995. His wife was suffering from illness. Thereafter he was suffering from illness. Evidence of management’s 
witness Shagnu Lal also shows that workman had sent post card explaining his absence from duty. Only for failure of 
workman, punishment of compulsory retirement shockingly shockingly disproportionate. Documents Exhibit M-14 to 
M-25 are intimations about enquiry conducted against workman, not much relevant about dealing with question of 
punishment. 

10. Learned counsel for 2”‘* party Shri P.Shankaran relies on ratio held in case between- 

L&T Komatsu Ltd. Versus N.Udayakumar reported in 2008(l)SCC-224. Their Lordship dealing with 
misconduct of absenteeism and habitual absence held it amounts to gross violation of discipline. Where the 
workman who had been in the past found guilty of unauthorized absenteeism several times (15 times in the 
above cited case was a properly conducted departmental enquiry once again found guilty of absence for along 
period of 105 days in the case. The dismissal from service ought not to have been treated to be harsh and 
interfered by Labour Court. 

The ratio cannot be applied to case at hand, 2"'* party management has not produced any document about past 
adverse service record of workman though it has been mentioned in the article of charge. 1st party workman had sent 
medical certificates about his illness and post card explaining his absence for illness of his wife. The ratio cannot be 
applied to present case. 
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In case of North Eastern Karnataka R.T.Corporation versus Ashappa and another reported in AIR 2006-SC- 
2164. Their Lordship dealing with proportionality of punishment, misconduct- Bus conductor remained absent 
not only for period of more than 3 years but also remained unauthorisedly absent on several occasions. 
Misconduct committed cannot be treated as minor. For running buses, service of conductor is imperative and 
no employer running a fleet of buses can allow an employee to remain absent for a long time. Punishment of 
dismissal not disproportiaonate. 

The facts of present case are different. Workman had sent post card explaining his absence for illness of his 
wife. He also sent medical certificates Exhibit M-9 to M-13. Workman was suffering from illness. While passing order 
of punishment. Disciplinary Authority did not consider those medical certificates. Therefore ratio held in the case 
cannot be applied to case at hand. 

Though ratio held in above cases cannot be applied to case at hand, it is clear that workman was absent. He not 
submitted any application for leave and therefore the misconduct of unauthorized absence has been established. 
However the punishment of compulsory retirement deserves to be modified to withholding 3 increments of 1st party 
with cumulative effect. Accordingly I record my finding in Point No.2. 

11. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is not legal. 

(2) Punishment of compulsory retirement imposed on 1st party workman is modified to punishment of with¬ 
holding 3 increments with cumulative effect. As workman has already attained age of superannuation, 
workman be allowed all consequential benefits of salary for the period from order of compulsory retirement 
dated 17-2-01 till attaining age of superannuation 60 years be paid. 


Amount as per above order shall be paid to workman within 30 days from the date of notification of award. In 
case of default, amount shall carry 9 % interest per annum from the date of award till its realization. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 RldHI, 2016 
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New Delhi, the 27th September, 2016 

S.O. 2061. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (I.D. Case No. CGIT/LC/R/178/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of the Gun Carriage Factory, Jabalpur and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 26.09.2016. 

[No. L-14011/42/2000-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/178/2000 


Shri S.A.Khan, 

Mahamantri, 

GCF Mazdoor Union, 

135/1, Vidyanagar, GCF Estate, 
Jabalpur 


...Workman 
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Versus 

General Manager, 

Gun Carriage Factory, 

J abalpur ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 16* day of August, 2016 

1. As per letter dated 28-9-00 by the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, the reference is 
received. The reference is made to this Tribunal under Section -10 of I.D.Act, 1947 as per Notification No.L- 
14011/42/2000/IR(DU). The dispute under reference relates to: 

“Whether the action of the management of Gun Carriage Factory, Jabalpur in promoting Shri Adward Mare to 
the post of Miller (High Skilled Gr.II) w.e.f. 1-1-98 is justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
and from which date?” 

2. After receiving reference, notices were issued to the parties. 1st party workman filed statement of claim at Page 
3/1 to 3/2. Case of 1st party is vide order dated 3-12-91,1st party workman was punished. He was reverted in the post of 
Miller skilled from post of Miller Highly skilled Grade II for 5 years. That after completion of 5 years time, 2"‘* party 
employer violating its own order not reposted him to his original post from 3-12-96. 2”‘* party without considering 
circumstances of the case not allowing him original post, he was entitled from 3-12-96. No clarification was given by 
the management for the same. That 2”‘' party delayed test of 1st party workman for reposting him in his original post is 
illegal. 1st party further submits that he did not work in the skilled post but all the time he was engaged for the work of 
Miller highly skilled. Incharge M.M.Section vide order dated 4-9-97 directed that applicant will work under direction 
of chargeman on machine of Shri Tilak chand T.No.4735 I.E that workman was posted in machine of Shri Tilakchand 
and worked as highly skilled workman Grade II. He was performing work of highly skilled workman. Management did 
not change his work. He was continuously doing the work of highly skilled workman Miller. There was no need to take 
test of workman in above circumstances. For his re-posting to the original post . On above ground, workman claims 
that he is entitled to promotion to original post from the date when penalty period of 5 years ended. 2”‘' party 
management not promoting workman after completion of promotion period of workman 5 years is illegal. The delay in 
trade test by Board, workman is not responsible. He cannot be penalized for mistake of management. On above 
contentions, workman is praying promotion to the higher post on seniority including difference of pay and allowances. 

3. 2”‘* party filed Written Statement at Page 7/1 to 7/5 opposing claim of workman. 2"‘* party submits that 
workman was caught red handed by Security on 4-11-90 while admitting to smuggle 21 kg of brass from West gate of 
GCF. Workman was suspended immediately. Chargesheet was issued to workman under Rule 4 of CCS CCA Rules 
1965. Workman denied charges against him. Enquiry Officer was appointed as per rules. During enquiry, workman was 
provided opportunity to cross-examine witnesses and examined himself. He was given opportunity to cross-examine 
witnesses. From evidence in Enquiry Proceedings, the charges were proved. Enquiry Report was forwarded to 
workman asking him to submit his written brief. Considering the evidence and reply to Enquiry Report, Disciplinary 
Authority imposed punishment of revision of Grade of Miller HS-II to Miller Skilled. However it was mentioned in the 
penalty order that applicant will be considered for promotion after 5 years provided he is found fit. It is reiterated that 
only after completion of 5 years penalty period, workman was not entitled to promotion to the original post. The 
punishment order clearly provided that he would be considered for promotion after 5 years provided he is found fit. 
2”'* party further submits that workman had to pass Trade Test. He cannot claim higher grade as a matter of right. It is 
frequently seen that for promotion, workman should be found fit. The demand of Union is in violation of SRO 185 of 
1994 and penalty order. Merely working under chargeman doesnot restore right to workman for post of higher grade. 
2”'* party submits that claim of 1st party workman cannot be accepted. 

4. As per order dated 18-8-15, enquiry conducted against workman was found legal. 

5. Considering pleadings on record and findings on Enquiry, the points which arise for my consideration and 
determination are as under. My findings are recorded against each of them for the reasons as below:- 


(i) Whether the charges alleged against workman is 
proved from evidence in Enquiry proceedings? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) Whether the punishment of reversion imposed 
against workman is proper and legal? 

In Affirmative 

(ii) If not, what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Workman is not entitled to any relief. 
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REASONS 

6. Point No.l- As per order dated 18-8-15, enquiry conducted against workman is found legal. Question remains 
for consideration whether charges alleged against workman are proved from evidence in Enquiry Proceedings. Charges 
alleged against workman pertains to attempting to commit theft of 21 brass metals. Record of enquiry is produced at 
Exhibit M-1 management examined 3 witnesses. Evidence of all 3 management’s witness is cogent that 1st party 
workman was found carrying 21 brass swarf at Western gate carrying 2 bags on his cycle. Management witness No. 1 
says that he was told by Nayak that 2 bags of brass were ceized from Adward. He did not touch the bag. He was unable 
to see what was seized in the bag. Evidence of MW-1 Raikwar is corroborated by other witnesses. The scope of 
judicial review is restricted that the Tribunal cannot re-appreciate the evidence. MW-2 Nayak Subedar joshi has 
corroborated evidence of Raikwar MW-3 is corroborated by evidence of Raikwar and Joshi. The evidence in Enquiry 
Proceeding is sufficient to prove charge alleged against workman. For above reasons, I record my finding in Point No.l 
in Affirmative. 

7. Point No.2- For proved charge of attempt of committing theft, punishment of reversion for 5 years is imposed. 
The punishment of dismissal or discharge is not imposed against workman. Punishment of reversion against workman 
for proved charge of attempt to theft cannot be said disproportionate. No interference is called for. 

8. In present case, 1st party workman is claiming original post of Miller after completion of reversion of 5 years as 
per penalty order. Whether said claim of workman could be granted needs to be considered. The order of penalty 
produced at Annexure M-7 clearly provides that it is further ordered that he will be considered for promotion after 5 
years if he is found fit. The order of penalty is clear that workman be considered for promotion after he was found fit. 
Said condition of order of punishment was not modified therefore claim of 1st party workman for promotion to the 
original post of Miller cannot be upheld. For reasons discussed above, I record my finding in point No.2 in Affirmative. 

9. In the result, award is passed as under:- 

(1) The action of the management is proper and legal. 

(2) Workman is not entitled to any relief. 

R. B. PATLE, Presiding Officer 

^ 28 RidHl, 2016 
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New Delhi, the 28th September, 2016 

S.O. 2062. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. Case No. 3 (C) of 2014] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna as shown in 
the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the management of United Bank of India and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 28.09.2016. 

[No. L-12012/19/2012-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 03 (C) of 2014 
59 of 2012 

The management of Chief Regional Manager, Bihar Regional Office, United Bank of India, Ilnd Floor, Abhay 
Bhawan Fraser Road, Patna (Bihar)-800001 and their workman Sri Prem Kishore, S/0- Sri Ramanand Singh, 
Vill+PO-Purushottampur, Dist.- Muzaffarpur, Bihar, Pin-842002. 

For the management : Sri Arun Kumar Sinha, Dy. General Manager & Chief Regional Manager 

For the workman : himself represent. 
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Present : Bipin Dutta Pathak, Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 19* July, 2016 

By notification order No.- L-12012/19/2012-IR(B-II) New Delhi, dated- 30.08.2012 Govt, of India,// Bharat 
Sarkar Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi referred under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of section-10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( hereinafter to be referred to as ‘ the Act ‘ ) the following 
dispute between The management of Chief Regional Manager, Bihar Regional Office, United Bank of India, Ilnd 
Floor, Ahhay Bhawan Fraser Road, Patna (Bihar)-800001 and their workman Sri Prem Kishore, S/O- Sri 
Ramanand Singh, Vill + PO-Purushottampur, Dist.- Muzaffarpur, Bihar, Pin-842002 for adjudication to the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-2, Dhanbad. However, in the light of L-12012/19/2012-IR(B-II) New 
Delhi, dated- 13.03.2014 Govt, of India,// Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi, and the 
Cent. Govt. Indus. Ttribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-2, Dhanbad transferred the Reference case No.-59 of 2012 vide 
letter No.- LCT 1/2010/346 dated- 16th July, 2014 to State Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

SCHEDULE 

“ Whether the action of the management of United Bank of India in terminating the services of Sh. Prem 
Kishore S/O- Sri Ramanand Singh w.e.f. 20.01.2009 without adhering the provision of ID Act, 1947, is legal and 
justified? Whether the demand of Sh. Prem Kishore for regularization and payment of due wages is just and proper? 
What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. Prior to corrigendum dated- 23.05.2013 the case was referred to CGIT No.-2 Dhanbad with the terms of 
reference. 


Corrigendum dated- 23.05.2013 

In partial modification of this Ministry’s Order of even number dated-30.08.2012 the disputed party is amended at 
serial 

No. *2 & *3 as under:- 

“The Chief Regional Manager, Shri Prem Kishore 

Bihar Regional Office, S/O-Sri Ramanand Singh, 

United Bank of India, Vill + Purushottampur, 

Ilnd Floor, Abhay Bhawan, Fraser Road, Dist.-Muzaffarpur, 

Patna-800001.” Bihar, Pin-842002 


The Adjudication Order was issued vide this Ministry’s letter dated- 30.08.2012 to CGIT-cum-Labour court, Dhanbad. 
The disputed party was as under:- 


The Zonal Manager, 

United Bank of India, 2"‘' Floor 
Block-B, Maurya Lok Complex, 
Dak Bunglow Road, 

Patna (Bihar)-800001 


Shri Prem Kishore 
S/O-Sri Ramanand Singh, 
Vill + Purushottampur, 
Dist. -Muzaffarpur, 

Bihar, Pin-842002 


3. Written statement has been filed on behalf of the workman in this case. It has been stated that in para-2 of 
written statement of workman that management bank stated incorrectly that workman had never worked with the bank 
and there is no dues of salary of workman and as such denied the claim of workman. 

Prem Kishore ( workman ) come to know that one post of sub-staff is vacant in United Bank of India, 
Purushottampur branch from the notice pasted on the notice board of the bank. He applied for the post and after 
interview he was selected to work on the post of daily rated sub-staff of the aforesaid branch for doing the work of said 
branch of the bank on and from 09.03.2005. No appointment letter was issued to him. He worked as daily rated sub¬ 
staff for the period 02.04.2005 to 19.04.2005, and thereafter. Period stated by him in para-5 of written statement. He 
had worked in the bank as permanent sub-staff Mr. Upendra Mishra was on leave. In the year 2007 he worked from 
11.07.2007 to 01.08.2007, Upendra Mihara was promoted to clerk post. From 02.08.2007 to 19.01.2009 he had ( Prem 
Kishore ) continuously worked against the vacant sanctioned post of sub-staff as Upendra Mishra was relieved to join 
new post at Mohali on 01.08.2007. On 20.01.2009 when he reported his duty to the bank. Branch Manager orally 
terminated his service. No termination letter was given to him. In January, 2008 Chief Manager inspected 
Purushottampur branch and again there was interview of workman on confirmation on the post of permanent vacant 
sub-staff, then branch manager sent a letter dated- 16.02.2008 for the approval of Chief Manager but management kept 
mum. He was initially appointed on Rs. 25/- per day which was increased from time to time upto Rs. 70/- per day. He 
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performed duties of peon ( Daftari grade-4 ) and other duties. Separate duties register used to be maintained for him. 
Workman claimed to regularise on vacant post of sanctioned permanent post due to transfer of Mr. Upendra Mishra 
since 09.03.2005 to 19.01.2009, much more than 240 days. 

4. Management has filed written statement stating therein that reference is without and / or in excess of 
jurisdiction and suffer from error apparent from records. Management does not admit any of contrary allegation made 
in paragraphs- 1 to 40 of the statement of claim of the disputant alleged workmen. It has been stated that Mr Prem 
Kishore is not a “ workman” and is not an employee of the management bank and not competent to raise instant 
dispute. He was never employed by the bank vide letter No.- RO/BR/82/2009 dated- 18.02.2009 has intimated him. He 
had deployed his diesel generator set on rent for the purpose of emergency power supply to the bank in case of power 
failure. Bank never offered any employment to disputant at any point of time and question of his retrenchment does not 
arise. Bank never issued any appointment letter. It has been stated that no recruitment / appointment shall be made 
dehors recruitment rule. 

Bank had made full and final payment to Mr. Prem Kishore for the occasional work of sanitation if any, or any 
other work of similar nature done by him in case of exigencies of the said branch. So these payment made out random 
basis. Bank denied constitutional engagement continuously for period of 240 days in a calendar year. Mr. Prem Kishore 
has moved in writ petition which was dismissed. Mr. Prem Kishore has no right to ask for the appointment. 

5. Rejoinder to written statement of the management has been filed by the workman. 

6. One witness has been examined on behalf of the management and two witness has been examined on behalf of 
the workman and some documents has been Extd. The evidence and document is hereby considered in finding. 

FINDINGS 

7. M.W-1 is Arun Kumar Sinha presently posted as Chief Manager, Patna Regional Office, Patna. He has stated 
that in his oath that Prem Kishore has never been employed by the bank and as such employer-employee relationship 
between the bank and him does not exist and this facts his duly intimated vide letter No. RO/BR/82/2009 dated- 
18.02.2009. 

It has been further stated that Mr. Prem Kishore had deployed his diesel generator set on rent for the purpose of 
emergency power supply to the bank, Purushottampur Branch in case of power failure as per the terms of condition of 
the agreement reached between the bank as lesses Mr. Prem Kishore as lessor. Agreement was renewed from time to 
time and it was duly paid as per terms and conditions. Under no circumstances, a person can sign agreement with bank 
if he is indeed, under permanent/temporary employment of nationalized bank in violation of service conditions as 
applicable on its workmen. Bank never offered any employment to him. In absence of any such employer-employee 
relationship the question of retrenchment does not arise. Never appointment letter was issued to him. Any appointment 
can only be offered for a public post following a due recruitment procedure. He is not a workman and he is mere 
provider of service of his diesel generator. Bank had made full and final payment to him for occasional work of 
sanitation if any, or other work of similar nature done by him in case of exigencies. It has been denied that he has been 
continuously engaged / worked for a period of 240 days in a calendar year. Prem Kishore filed writ petition which was 
dismissed. 

Two letters Ext.-M and M/1 has been Extd. by this witness one letter has been issued by public information 
officer of Regional Office of the bank. Another letter has been issued by Assistant General Manager of the bank. 

In cross-examination he has stated that he never worked in Purushottampur Branch. He is appearing as a 
witness as General Manager personal and administration. He learnt from the records about the facts of this case. Prem 
Kishore was running generator in the bank and occasional he did some repair work as labourer. Payment was made to 
him. Seldom cleaning work was taken from him. Occasionally payment was made @ Rs. 50-60 per day according to 
merit of the work. This witness has stated tht he does not know whether daftari was posted in the year 2007 in 
Purushottampur Branch or not, but sub-staff was posted there. He denied that at that time sub-staff was not posted 
there. He also denied that when sub-staff was not posted then Prem Kishore worked as sub-staff. This witness identified 
vouchers, conveyance sanitation charge, generator charge, meeting charge which are in one 165 pages marked as Ext.- 
W. He has stated that on vouchers there is no signature of the person who received payment but name has been 
mentioned. This witness also identified photo stat of token register of cash payment which are from page 169 to 712 
marked as Ext.-W/l. He has also identified photo stat of pass book register which is Ext.-W/2 which is from page 713 
to 766. This witness also identified photo stat of peon book which has been marked as Ext.-W/3 containing as page 768 
to 776. He has also identified photo stat of account opening cum delivery register which has been marked as Ext.-W/4. 
This witness has stated that letter No.- POP/Misc./109 can not be read this has been marked as X for identification and 
another letter has been written by Chief Manager to Head Office marked as ext.-W/5 and it has been mentioned that 
Purushottampur Branch is running without sub-staff. 
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In further cross-examination it has been stated that vouchers of full and final payment of Prem Kishore has not 
been filed by the management. But Prem Kishore has filed so many vouchers in regard to payment. He has further 
stated that Prem Kishore has worked occasionally for which payment was made to him. He used to remain present in 
bank for running the generator and seldom he used to go to post office, to do cleaning work etc. He has also stated that 
daftari was not posted in Purushottampur Branch because it was very small branch. 

8. W.W-1 Prem Kishore has been examined on behalf of the workman himself. Who stated that he is worker in his 
case and raised the dispute. Further he has stated that he has seen notice in the year 2005 plated on the notice board of 
United Bank of India, Purushottampur Branch for the post of daftari and he applied for the post. After interview he was 
appointed as daily wages workers and appointment letter was not given to him. Branch Manager used to take work 
from him only on the dates when permanent employee Upendra Mishra remained on leave. Work was taken from him 
as daily wages. Worker and he was paid Rs. 25/- per day. Which was increased upto Rs. 70/- per day. In the year 2007 
when Upendra Mishra went to Kolkatta for training due to his promotion then this witness worked as daftari from 
01.07.2007 to 01.08.2007, he also used to do regularly other works in the branch. Upendra Mishra was relieved from 
Purushottampur Branch w.e.f 01.08.2007 to join in Mohali branch. Then he regularly worked on the post of daftari 
from 02.08.2007 to 19.01.2009. On 20.01.2009 when he went branch then the branch manager Sri Ashok Kumar Jha 
orally told him not to work and also told that there is no need for him to work in the branch. No reason was stated for 
this. Till 20.01.2009 he worked regularly for four (4) years. Since he regularly demanded prodata salary for the period 
from 01.09.2008 to 19.01.2009 which was used to be paid to Sri Upendra Mishra (daftari), then salary was not paid to 
him. He made complaint to superior officer. Nature of work has been stated by him. In January 2008 when the then 
Chief Manager Sri P.N.Sinha had arrived in branch then directed the then branch manager Sri A. K. Sinha to send letter 
to Regional Office for making his service in permanent and then branch manager sent letter on 16.02.2008. He used to 
make attendance on separate register and payment was made as head P/L conveyance. P/L Sanitation, P/L remittance, 
etc. His service was bank service. His service was unblemish. He is unemployed. He worked for more than 250 days in 
a year. 

In cross-examination he has stated that he has not filed the notice for appointment. He has also not filed copy of 
his application of appointment. Call letter was not given to him for interview. His interview was taken by branch 
manager and one another officer and cashier. He was appointed orally. Result of interview was not filed. He does not 
remember for the month but interview was taken in of 2005. Agreement for running generator is of some other place 
which has been filed for example that service of generator operator was regularised. Further he has stated 
Purushottampur Branch generator is running since the year 2004 and agreement for running generator in name of P.K. 
Electronic and he is owner of P.K. Electric. 

Next witness on behalf of the workman is W.W-2 ( Ram Sawarath Rai ). Who is stated that he is acquainted 
with Prem Kishore and he has seen him working in United Bank of India of Purushottampur Branch from the year 2005 
to 2009. He has seen him operating computer and doing other work. He has identified token register marked as exhibit. 
He has also identified pass book in writing of Prem Kishore. 

In cross-examination he has stated that he retired from the service of Military and he is getting pension from 
United Bank of India Purushottampur Branch. He is getting pension from bank since 2002. He used to go bank one or 
twice in a months. 

9. Two documents has been Extd on behalf of the management one Ext.-M is the letter given to Prem Kishore by 
the bank in which the management bank informed him that Prem Kishore was not engaged as daily wages worker. 
Further it has been stated that since generator of Prem Kishore is being run in Purushottampur Branch as such Prem 
Kishore used to go in the branch and during that period if branch has taken any other work for cleaning etc from him 
then appropriate payment was made to him. Ext.- M/1 is the letter given to Assistant Labour Commissioner (C) Patna 
from the management stating therein that claim of Prem Kishore is false, fabricated and misconceived. 

10. Documents Extd on behalf of the workman. One document sent to the Chief Regional Manager of the bank on 
21.06.2000( Annexure-A) by the branch in which it has been stated that claim of Prem Kishore regarding payment of 
dues on bank is false fabricated and bears not truth. Ext.-W is the letter sent to Sri Prem Kishore along with enclosure 
of vouchers, total vouchers 165 is attached. This vouchers relates to payment for different heads and no interference 
can be drawn in favour of workman. Ext.-W/l is the photo copies of the token register is submitted to Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (C) and total page is 712. Ext.-W/2 is the photo stat of peon book total page 713 to 776 and Ext.- W/3 is 
also photo stat of peon book total page is 768 to 776 and Ext.-W/4 is the photo stat of account open total page is 777 to 
800. Ext.-W/5 is the photo stat of letter dated- 02.07.2009. From this Exts it appears that Chief Regional Manager has 
sent letter to Chief Manager ( D & IR ) stating therein that Purushottampur Branch of the bank was running without 
any sub-staff since 2007. After the promotion Sri Upendra Mishra sub-staff. Prem Kishore complainant provided power 
supply to Purushottampur Branch through his generator. Eor which he remains in branch. As such there was no sub¬ 
staff in the branch so his services were utilized for different purposes since August 2007 for which he was paid too & 
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his claim of dues is false. From perusal of vouchers through which payment was made to Mr. Prem Kishore it revealed 
that different P/L accounts like Sanitation, Conveyance etc were debited to make payment to Sri Prem Kishore. It 
worthwhile to mentioned that on one hand Sri Prem Kishore has claimed that who has worked in the branch from the 
period 09.03.2005 to 20.01.2009. Vide his complaint letter dated-13.04.2009 and the other hand he had mentioned in 
his earlier complaint letter dt- 02.01.2009 that he was engaged on daily wages workers since 11.07.2009. It is to be 
noted further that Sri Prem Kishore had never been continuously engaged. Ext.-W/6 is the agreement for generator and 
a part of Ext.-W/6 has been filed to demonstrate that call letter for interview was sent to one another candidates 
Ramanand Singh who is canteen boy. Who is appointed as sub-staff in the same rank. Ext.-W/7 is complain before 
Assistant Labour Commissioner (C). Ext.-W/8 cant not be read. Ext.-W/9 is the letter sent Prem Kishore to Chief 
Regional Manager for payment of dues wages. Ext.-W/lO is cant not be read. Ext.-W/ll is the photo stat of pass book 
of one Ram Swarath Ray. Ext.-W/l 1 & 12 is not relevant to decide this case. 

11. Two sets of written argument has been filed on behalf of the workman in which he has stated that he is working 
since 09.03.2005 when permanent Daftari Sri Upendra Mishra used to to go on leave. It has also been stated that notice 
was pasted on the notice board in the year 2005 and he applied and after interview he was selected. The said Upendra 
Mishra was relieved from the branch on 02.08.2007 to join at Mohali branch and since then this workman continuously 
worked till 19.01.2009. He was assured by the then branch manager that he will be made permanent. Then joining letter 
has been issued. His wages was stopped from September 2008 and orally he was terminated on 20.01.2009. 

Further statement is that he has worked more than 240 days in one calendar year prior to his termination. One 
decision of writ petition of Hon’ble High Court Gohati has been referred in W.A. In which direction was given to 
prepare a list of casual workmen and to make fresh recruitment on any regular vacancy. 

Details written argument has been filed on 12.05.2015 and some decision of apex court in Civil Appeal No.- 
3190 of 2011 ( Devinder Singh Vs Municipal Council, Sanaur) (ii) Civil Appeal No.- 6950 of 2009 ( Tamilnadu 
Terminated Full Time Temporary L.I.C Employee Association Vs LIC of India and others has been referred. 

12. Written argument has also been filed on behalf of the management. Denial of the management is same as stated 
in written statement. 

The case of the management is that Prem Kishore is not a workman. He has never been employed. Prem 
Kishore has deployed his diesel generator set for the purpose of power supply to our branch of the bank, and supply. 
Bank has made full final payment to Prem Kishore for occasional work of sanitation if any, or any other work of 
similar nature done by him in case of exigencies of the said branch. These payments made on random basis must not be 
confused from engagement on daily basis. This is own admission of the management, so apart from operating generator 
Prem Kishore has done some other work of the branch. Management has not stated in details for how many days such 
work were taken and what amount were paid to Prem Kishore, decision in Criminal Appeal No.- 2054 of 2010 
(National aviation Company of India Vs State of Assam has been placed on record in which National Aviation 
Company has stated that services of 27 employees will not be disposed with and they will be regularised in phase 
manner. On that ground Criminal Proceeding was quashed. In view of decision report in AIR 2010 SC 1236 burden of 
proof was on the employer to prove that workman did not complete 240 days of service in requisite period to constitute 
continuous service. From letter marked X it appears that when ever there was necessity management used to engage 
including Prem Kishore for arranging record, filling and other sanitation work and they used to be paid for there work. 
From Ext.-W/5 it appears that Purushottampur Branch running without any sub-staff since August 2007 after the 
promotion of Sri Upendra Mishra sub-staff. Prem Kishore provided power supply to our branch through his own 
generator for which he remain in the branch. As such since there was no sub-staff in the branch so his service were 
utilized for different purpose since August 2007 for which he was paid too & his claim dues is false. Payment was 
made through vouchers. From different P/L account like sanitation, conveyance. Remittance, Postage Services charge 
were debited to make payment to Sri Prem Kishore and Prem Kishore claimed that he has worked in the branch from 
09.03.2005 to 02.01.2009. He was engaged on daily wages worker since 11.07.2007. This letter is dated- 03.06.2009 as 
such Prem Kishore worked in the branch since 11.07.2007 to the date of sending this letter which is dated- 06.03.2009. 
Even from Ext.- W/6 it appears that in same bank interview was taken from canteen boy namely Ramanand Singh and 
he was appointed as sub-staff under absorbtion of canteen boy as sub-staff in this circumstances management has no 
option but to appoint this workman Prem Kishore as sub-staff in the bank. This facts has been established from the 
Ext.s as stated and bank failed to discharged his burden that Prem Kishore did not work in the bank in continuous 
service as daily wager not for 240 days in one calendar year. Moreover, in view of the decision of Hon’ble Supreme 
Court in case of H.S. Rajshekhar Vs State Bank of Mysore and another and Hon’ble SC has express the view in para-5 
“ It is therefore clear that for related matter the terms “ calendar year “ and block of months are 

. it would be sufficient if the petitioner could establish that he had rendered more 

than 240 days service in a block of 12 months. In the facts and the circumstances it is apparent that action of the 
management of United Bank of India in terminating the services of Sh. Prem Kishore S/0- Sri Ramanand Singh w.e.f. 
20.01.2009 without adhering the provision of ID Act, 1947, is not legal and justified. 
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Demand of Prem Kishore for regularisation and payment of dues wages is just and proper and for that relief 
workman is entitled to get regularisation since workman was working against vacant permanent post of sub-staff so 
management is directed to regularise the workman as sub-staff immediately. Since workman was also operating 
generator so back wages is not given to him. 

This is my award accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

BIPIN DUTTA PATHAK, Presiding Officer 

^ 28 RIcIHI, 2016 

^.3IT. 2063.—1947 (1947 ^ 14) ^ «IRI 17 ^ aigTIpJT 
^ ^ ^ #T, 4f fsRK 4f 311^101=6 SlfKRlTnT, ^ 

^ 71. 19 (C) Sfnr 2014] ^ y=hir^M t # ^ 28.09.2016 ^ TIRl fST STTI 

[7T. Ti:^-12011/37/2014-3Ilf31R (^-II)] 


New Delhi, the 28th September, 2016 

S.O. 2063. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. Case No. 19 (C) of 2014] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Allahabad Bank and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 28.09.2016. 


[No. L-12011/37/2014-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE PRESIDING OEFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 19 (C) of 2014 
35 of 2014 

The management of Assistant General Manager, Allahabad Bank, Zonal Office, Om Shanti Complex, P.O 
Ramna, Distt. Muzaffarnagar and Their workman Yogendra Mehtar represented through the General Secretary, 
Allahabad Bank Karamchari Sangh,Bihar-Jharkhand ),C/0- Allahabad Bank, Patna, ( Bihar)-5. 

For the management : Sri Onkar Nath Sharma, Senior Manager, (Law) 

For the workman : Sri B. Prasad, President, Bank Employees Federation, Bihar 

Present : Bipin Dutta Pathak, Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 27* June, 2016 

By notification order No.- L-12011/37/2014-IR(B-II) New Delhi, dated- 11.08.2014 Govt, of India,// Bharat 
Sarkar Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi referred under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of section-10 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 ( hereinafter to be referred to as ‘ the Act ‘ ) the following 
dispute between The management of Assistant General Manager, Allahabad Bank, Zonal Office, Om Shanti 
Complex, P.O Ramna, Distt. Muzaffarnagar and Their workman represented through the General Secretary, 
Allahabad Bank Karamchari Sangh, ( Bihar-Jharkhand ), C/O- Allahabad Bank, Patna, ( Bihar)-5 for 
adjudication to the Cent. Govt. Indus. Ttribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-2, Dhanbad. However, in the light of Govt, of 
India,// Bharat Sarkar Ministry of Labour/Shram Mantralaya, New Delhi, letter vide order No.- Z-25025/4/2014-CLS-II 
dated- 07* May, 2014 the Cent. Govt. Indus. Ttribunal-cum-Labour Court No.-2, Dhanbad transferred this Industrial 
Dispute vide letter No.- LCT 1/2014/900 dated- 15 September, 2014 to State Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

SCHEDULE 

“ Whether the action of the management of Allahabad bank to propose the punishment of Removal from service 
to Sri Yogendra Mehtar was proportionate? If not, what relief the workman was entitled to?” 
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2. Prior to corrigendum dated- 11.08.2014 the case was referred to CGIT No.-2 Dhanbad with the terms of 
reference which are as follows:- 


Corrigendum dated- 11.08.2014 

“Whether the action of the management of Allahabad bank in removing the workman Sri Yogendra 

Mehtar, Part-time Sweeper from the services of the Bank is legal and justified? What relief the workman 

is entitled to?” 

3. Statement of claim has been filed on behalf of the workman Yogendra Meshtar stating therein that he was 
offered the post of part time sweeper on 1/3 scale wages of a full time subordinate staff vide letter dated-29.10.2005. 
He joined the services of Allahabad Bank at Akhta Branch, Dist.- Sitamarhi as a Part-time Sweeper on 11.11.2005. As 
per terms and conditions of the appointment letter he was confirmed in the services of the Bank after expiry of the 
probation period of six months. All of a sudden, on 13.09.2006 he was issued a show cause notice dated- 13.09.2006 
which was replied by him on 25.09.2006. After a period of about 6 years charge sheet was issued on 13.07.2012 which 
was properly replied by him on 30.07.2012. Disciplinary authority being not satisfied with reply of the workman, 
decided to hold domestic enquiry and for that enquiry officer, and presenting officer were appointed. 

Enquiry report was submitted. Thereafter disciplinary authority agreed with the perverse finding of enquiry 
officer and imposed the punishment “ Removal from service with superannuation benefit and without disqualification 
from future employment,” thereafter dispute was referred here. 

4. Preliminary objection has been filed on behalf of the management stating therein that disciplinary authority who 
is quasi judicial authority, has followed all rules and procedures as laid down in the memorandum of settlement dated- 
lO* April, 2002 which governs the disciplinary proceedings of the workmen employee. It has been stated that workman 
was expected to conform to the highest standard of honesty and integrity and even minor doubt on the character of 
employee warrants stiff punishment. 

As per service condition Yogendra Meshtar was to be confirmed after 6 months of his service. It was mentioned 
in appointment letter dated- 29.10.2005 that “ your confirmation to the permanent establishment of the bank on 1/3'^'' 
basis will be considered provided your work and conduct are found to be satisfactory in the interim.” But bank received 
a chain of complaints immediately after his appointment claiming that he has got an appointment by cheating the bank, 
by hiding his educational qualification. The Zonal Office, Muzaffarpur vide letter no.- ZO/MZ/PA/364 dated- 
16.05.2006 requested for confirmation of the allegation of matriculation pass from the Secretary, Bihar School 
Examination Board, Patna. After follow up the Principal, Mahanth Shree Ayodhya Ramanuja Uchh Vidyalaya, Rewasi, 
Sitamarhi vide letter no.- 63 dt- 05.09.2006 confirmed that Sri Meshtar had passed the Matriculation examination in the 
year 1995. Show-cause notice was issued to Sri Meshtar which was replied and departmental proceeding was 
contemplated against him. There was no question to make him confirm/permanent in the bank service. Enquiry was 
conducted and enquiry report was supplied to Sri Meshtar along with second show cause and on the matter of proposed 
punishment, hearing was done thereafter punishment has been given. 

It appears that charge sheet was issued to Sri Yogendra Meshtar on 13.07.2012 stating therein, while applying 
for the post of Part Time Sweeper in Akhta Branch he has submitted wrong information and concealed the fact in order 
to procure employment in the bank. He has committed the following acts of omission & commission. 

(i) He has submitted application for appointment as part-time sweeper on 14.11.2005 in which you had 
mentioned the qualification as class 7* passed. He had also enclosed a certificate of Rajkiya Madhya 
Vidyalaya, Rewasi in support of educational qualification. 

(ii) He had passed class 10* from Mahant Sri Ayodhya Ramanuj Uchh Vidayalaya, Rewasi in the year 1995 
but you had deliberately suppressed the fact at the time of appointment in the year 2005 and given false 
declaration on the application in order to procure employment with the bank. 

It appears that in departmental enquiry workman was found guilty and he was removed from service. Matter 
was heard on the point of fairness of domestic enquiry and order was passed on 05.06.2015 on the point of fairness of 
domestic enquiry and it was found and hold that enquiry was conducted fairly and properly. Thereafter, evidence was 
produced. Now the point for determination is about the quantum of punishment. 

5. It appears that as a management witness M.W-1 Sri Rakesh Kumar Sinha was examined. He has supported the 
case of the management that departmental enquiry of Sri Yogendra Meshtar was conducted on 27.12.2012 and enquiry 
was concluded on 25.02.2013. He had witnesses the documents from the management. 

In cross-examination he has stated that he has seen appointment letter of the workman marked as Ext.-W. Name 
of Yogendra Meshtar was received from the employment exchange and thereafter interview was conducted and he was 
selected and appointment letter was issued. He has also stated that initially educational qualification for part-time 
sweeper was class Vllth to class IX and it has not mentioned that candidate having above qualification will be not able 
to apply. 
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10. On behalf of the workman W.W-1 Vidyut Kumar Pal was examined. Who has stated that at the time 
appointment, Yogendra Meshtar has not submitted correctly his educational qualification and management had issued 
letter to submit declaration of correct educational qualification. 

In cross-examination he has stated that show cause notice was issued from management to Yogendra Meshtar. 
Then witness came to know that prior to joining Yogendra Meshtar passed 10* examination and in declaration he has 
mentioned Vllth pass. Workman in his cross-examination has stated that at the time of filing the application he learnt 
that for that post education qualification should be Vllth pass and not matric pass. Why workman stated the one officer 
has stated to fill up qualification of 7* pass and he did so. 

11. Heard argument both on behalf of the management and workman and perused the record. 

In view of 2014-IV-LLJ-257(SC) similar matter was raised in which in Appointment- Fixation of qualification 
was discussed and Punishment of Removal- Validity for removal from service was also considered. It was found that 
qualification fixed for the post of peon that candidates should not possess higher qualification then IX standard but 
peon concealing his Bachelor’s degree, got selected as peon later found to be guilty of misconduct of suppression of 
material facts. After enquiry, he was removed from service for misconduct. Hon’ble High Court held that candidate 
should not possess higher qualification then IX standard is violative of Article 14 of Constitution. Also held that 
similarly situated employee inflicted with penalty of stoppage of increments for two years with cumulative effect, as 
punishment awarded to Respondent was discriminatory. 

Next decision is also of Hon’ble Supreme Court in Mohd. Riazul Usman Gani and Ors Vs District and Session 
Judge. In that case candidates with higher education than standard VII were completely shut out for being considered 
for the posts of peon. Further it has been held that higher qualification can not become a disadvantage to the candidates. 

Argument has been advanced on behalf of the management bank. A decision of Hon’ble High Court Patna in 
CWJC No.- 4031 of 2015 ( Seema Kumari Vs Allahabad Bank and others ) has been demonstrated that in the 

similar matter no relief was granted to the petitioner and it was found that appointment was ab initio void and the 
petitioner stands removed from service forthwith and if respondent no.-3 wants equity to be done to him by not 

subjecting to him criminal prosecution for obtaining appointment by playing a fraud, he has to also do the equity. 

if he has become liable for criminal prosecution, this court, to grant him limited reprieve to the extent that if he would 
refund the payment of entire salary already drawn by him pursuant to his appointment obtained by playing a fraud, he 
shall not be subjected to criminal prosecution. 

In this case appointment of respondent no.-3 namely Binod Kumar Pandit was questioned on the ground that he 
was not holding the valid qualification for his appointment. Matter was heard at length. Records from Bihar School 
Examination Board were produced and it was found that respondent no.-3 was not qualified in the terms of 
advertisement, in as much as he had passed class X examination, whereas the requirement in the advertisement was that 
a candidate should not have passed class X examination. 

Admittedly this of workmen Yogendra Meshtar is similar to the case decided by Hon’ble High Court in CWJC 
No.- 4031 of 2015. But since the Hon’ble Supreme Court has adopted lenient view in his decision as disclosed above. 

FINDINGS 

12. From the evidence of the M.W-1 it appears that enquiry was conducted on 27.12.2012 and was concluded on 
25.02.2013. Enquiry report was submitted on 06.04.2013. Charge framed against Yogendra Meshtar from serial no.- 1 
to 2 was proved. Admittedly workman has given wrong information regarding educational qualification as 7* pass in 
standard proforma of the bank and it was established that the CE had degree of 10* pass at the time of appointment in 
2005. This facts can not been denied. 

From the evidence of W.W-1 Yogendra Meshtar it appears that he has two registration card of employment 
exchange one of 7* pass and second is matric pass. He has also stated that prior to interview one officer had advised to 
mentioned his educational qualification as 7* pass. It means Yogendra Meshtar has concealed the truth that he was 
matric pass and remained in service for 9* years. 

Though management has demonstrated that charge sheet and departmental enquiry was fair and proper but in 
the light of decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court reported in 2014-IV-LLJ-257 (SC) in same case penalty was inflicted 
on the employee of stoppage of increment. In the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in Md.Riazul Usman 
Gani and Ors Vs District and Session Judge it has been held that higher qualification can not became disadvantage to 
the candidates. Keeping in view of this decision the award is answered that action of the management of Allahabad 
bank in removing the workman Sri Yogendra Meshtar, Part-time sweeper from the services of the Bank was not legal 
and justified. 

In the light of above finding award is passed that order of removal from service to Sri Yogendra Meshtar is set- 
aside and it is directed to reinstate him in service but his four (4) increment is stopped with cumulative effect and in the 
facts and circumstances of the case there will be no order of payment of back wages. 
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This is my award accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

BIPIN DUTTA PATHAK, Presiding Officer 

M 28 RidHC 2016 
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New Delhi, the 28th September, 2016 

S.O. 2064. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award [Ref. Case No. 05 (C) of 2011] of the Industrial Tribunal, Patna as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the management of UCO Bank and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 28.09.2016. 


[No. L-12012/06/2011-IR (B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEEORE THE PRESIDING OEEICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, PATNA 
Reference Case No. 05 (C) of 2011 

Between the management of Uco Bank, Zonal Office, Central Jail Road, Jabaripur, Bhagalpur (Bihar) and 
their workmen Sri N.N.Choudhary, S/o. Sh. Basudeo Choudhary, C/o. Pawan Kumar Jain, Hindustan Club 
Road, Mohalla & PO: Naya Bazar, P.S- Korwali, Dist.- Bhagalpur (Bihar ). 

For the management : Sri Vinit Kumar, Senior Manager, HRM, Deptt. Zonal Office, Bhagalpur. 

For the workman : himself represent 

Present : Bipin Dutta Pathak, Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Patna. 

AWARD 

Patna, dated 19* July, 2016 

By the adjudication order no.- L-12012/-06/2011-IR (B-II) dated- 11.03.2011 the Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi has referred under clause (d) of sub-section-(l) and sub-section (2A) of section-10 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act,1947, ( hereinafter to be referred to as ‘ the Act’), the following dispute between the management of Uco 

Bank, Zonal Office, Central Jail Road, Jabaripur, Bhagalpur (Bihar) and their workmen Sri N.N.Choudhary, 
S/o. Sh. Basudeo Choudhary, C/o. Pawan Kumar Jain, Hindustan Club Road, Mohalla & PO: Naya Bazar, P.S- 
Korwali, Dist.- Bhagalpur (Bihar ) for adjudication to this tribunal:- 

“Whether the action of the management of UCO bank in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service 
vide order dated-26/09/1997 and 27/09/1997 is legal and proper? What relief the concerned workman is entitled 
to? 


2. Though the matter of punishment is for period of 26.09.1997 and 27.09.1997 but the matter has been referred 
vide notification dated- 11.03.2011. Name of the workman was not mentioned. Vide notification dated-13.05.2011 
corrigendum was issued the word “ workmen” may be read as “ workman” in the 3’^'' line of the para 1 of the order and 
the words “upon the workman Sh. N.N. Choudhary may be treated as inserted after the date 27.09.1997. 

3. Statement of claim in details filed on behalf of the workman with a prayer pass an award in favour of the 
workman granting relief as prayed for by the workman which is to hold and declare that order of punishment of 
dismissal from service passed and imposed upon the workman by the Regional Manager of UCO Bank, now zonal 
manager Regional/Zonal Office, Bhagalpur dated- 26.09.1997 and passed by the Regional Manager of UCO Bank now 
zonal manager are incompetent, unjustified, improper, unlawful etc. 
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Matter in details has been explained by the management in its preliminary objection by way of written 
statement filed by the management bank on 10.11.2011 stating therein that the dispute is not maintainable and 
workman has not availed the liberty given by Hon’ble High Court in C.W.J.C No.- 1800 of 1999. The writ petition 
1800 of 1999 was heard in details and petitioner sought permission to withdraw the writ petition to enable him to raise 
Industrial Dispute before the appropriate authority and liberty was granted to raise dispute within six weeks but 
workman raised dispute after a laps a 3 months 13 days. It has been mentioned that domestic enquiry was started 
against the workman in the year 1974 and in the pendency of enquiry he has filed title suit no.- 46/79 on 12.04.1979 
and succeed to got injunction and in the result domestic enquiry was held up and after a laps of 18 years the injunction 
order was vacated by the Hon’ble High Court by order passed in Criminal Revision No.- 1997/1994 on 12.09.1997 and 
thereafter the enquiry was concluded on 26.09.1997/27.09.1997. Workman preferred appeal before the Appellate 
Authority which was dismissed on 31.03.2008. Workman filed writ petition no.- 1800 of 1999 which was withdrawn 
on 09.01.2009. Other facts and circumstances has been stated that workman brought misleading facts in his case. 

4. It appears from the order dated- 09.01.1999 passed in C.W.J.C No.- 1800 of 1999 that after some arguments, 
learned counsel appearing on behalf of the petitioner sought permission to withdraw the petition to enable to raise the 
Industrial disputes before the appropriate authority and writ petition was dismissed as withdrawn. 

5. Matter remained pending before this tribunal and this tribunal had first to decide the question about the fairness 
of domestic enquiry. Though management have taken much time for filing the documents but that was not filed so vide 
order dated- 19.05.2014 order was passed “ in the circumstances necessary order will be passed on the materials 
available on record of this reference case pending in this tribunal and 16.06.2014 details order was passed and it was 
hold that in the absence of enquiry proceeding which was to be filed on behalf of the management. Nothing could be 
said about the fairness of the domestic enquiry and it was hold in the circumstances it could not be stated that enquiry 
was proper and fair. It is pertinent to note that earlier enquiry report was set-aside by the then appellate authority in 
with direction to examine defense witness Sri M.P. Pandey before the enquiry officer which was not done. Even after 
passing this order nothing has been done by the management to proved and established the charges as leveled against 
the workman in the enquiry. Even no witness has been examined on behalf of the management. In the circumstances 
can be said that when the management failed to established that domestic enquiry was fair and proper so award is here 
by passed that action of the management of UCO bank in imposing the punishment of dismissal from service vide order 
dated-26/09/1997 and 27/09/1997 was not legal and proper. Workman is entitled to be reinstated on the post from 
which he was dismissed but so far back wages is concerned much delay has been cost by the workman itself by file title 
suit delaying the matter why 18 years and so he will be entitled to get 3/4 back wages from the punishment till 
superannuation. Cost of dispute as Rs. 10,000/-. 

This is my award accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

BIPIN DUTTA PATHAK, Presiding Officer 
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